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Τάδε ἔνεστι
. 1 μς' .2 μζ'
•3 μν'
.4 μθ'
VI. 5 ν'
VI. 6 να' VI. 7 νβ'
VI. 8 ν/
VI. 9 νδ'
SVMMARIVM
Πλωτίνου φιλοσόφου ἐννεάδος ἕκτης·
Περὶ τῶν γενών τοῦ οντος α'.
Περὶ τῶν γενών τοῦ οντος β\
Περί τῶν γενών τοῦ οντος γ7.
Περί τοῦ τὸ ἂν ἐν καὶ ταντό ον άμα πανταχοῦ εἷναι ὅλον α'.
Περὶ τοῦ τὸ ἂν ἐν καί ταὑτο ον άμα πανταχον εἶναι ὅλον β
Περὶ αριθμών.
Περὶ τού πώς το πλήθος τῶν ἰδεῶν ὑπέστη καὶ περὶ τάγαθον.
Περὶ τοῦ ἑκουσίου καὶ θελήματος τοῦ ἑνός.
Περὶ τάγαθον η τον ὲνός.
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ENNEAD VI. 1-3
VI. 1-3. ON THE KINDS OF BEING
Introductory Note
The work on the Categories (Nos. 42-44 in the chronological order) was composed late in Plotinus’ writing life, towards the end of the six years during which Porphyry was with him (Life ch. 5). It is difficult not to feel as one reads it that he did not find the subject very congenial. In the first of the three treatises into which Porphyry has divided the work (Porphyry’s editorial divisions correspond exactly* here to the real divisions of the subject-matter, as they do not always do elsewhere) Plotinus seems to be doing his duty as a Platonic philosopher by making his contribution to the traditional polemic which some Platonists had been engaged in since, probably, the first century B.c. against the category-doctrine of Aristotle and the Peripatetics and to the joint attack by Peripatetics and Platonists on Stoic category-doctrine which had been going on since about the same period. (There were other Platonists, notably Alcinous (or Albinus) in the second century A.D. who took a more positive attitude which finally prevailed in the Platonic school, with Porphyry and Iamblichus.)
In the first twenty-four chapters of VI. 1 Plotinus seems to be very much dependent on the polemic against the Aristotelian categories of the Platonist of the second century A.D. Nicostratus (who took over the work of an otherwise unknown Lucius), about which we know something from the Commentary on the Categories of Simplicius: the passages of this which are relevant to the text of Plotinus are printed in the editio maior of Henry and
6
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Schwyzer.1 In the last six chapters of the treatise it is likely that he is making use of the anti-Stoic polemic of the Peripatetic Andronicus, the editor of Aristotle in the first century B.C. and his pupil Boethus. Ancient philosophers are not at their best in polemic, and Plotinus and his Platonic and Peripatetic sources are no exceptions. Very much of the criticism is carping, superficial and tendentious, and there is very little attempt to understand the positions of Aristotle and the Stoics or to discover what they are really trying to do. The philosophical point of view is throughout that of Platonism as Plotinus understood it. Aristotle is treated as if he were a bad and metaphysically unintelligent Platonist, and the Stoics as gross and crude materialists. (Plotinus can sometimes understand Aristotle at a very much deeper level, and, even when he is criticising him, develop genuinely Aristotelian thoughts: and his own thought in some areas is much influenced by Stoicism, in ethics and in his understanding of the organic unity of the universe.)
VI. 2 is on a considerably higher level and must rank as one of the major works of Plotinus on the One-Being, the Divine Intellect, Νοό?. Here he turns from polemic against opponents to expound the true Platonic doctrine of the Categories of the Intelligible World. These are the "greatest genera” of Plato Sophist 254D-257A, Being, Rest, Motion, Same and Other. Plotinus uses them in a remarkable and original way, of which this treatise gives the fullest account to be found in the Enneads. It has not perhaps very much to do with logic in any ordinary Aristotelian or modem sense: the "categories” are not really used as logical categories or classes. Brehier, in his Notice to VI. 1-3 in his edition (p.37), puts it very well when he speaks of it as a "reflective analysis which brings to light different aspects of the same whole.” The ultimate
1 On Nicostratus see further K. Praechter "Nikostratos der Platoniker” in Hermes 57 (1922), 481-517 and J. Dillon The Middle Platonists (London 1977), 233-6.
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appeal, as always when Plotinus is speaking of the intelligible world and its source, is to a direct awareness or vision, for which discursive reasoning can only prepare us. This is very apparent in Chapter 8 and in the last three chapters of the treatise, especially Chapter 21.
In VI. 3 Plotinus returns from the intelligible to the sensible world, and does his best to provide it with a suitable Platonic set of categories. His attitude to Aristotle at this point becomes a good deal more positive, and this part of the work is more a critical adaptation than a refutation of Peripatetic doctrine. But he finds it difficult to arrive at any certain conclusions, and is more imprecise and undogmatic than usual. This is particularly apparent in the last eight lines of Chapter 3, where he suggests, though he does not pursue the suggestion, that we might be able to manage here below with only two categories, quasisubstance and relation, and in the rather impatiently agnostic last words of Chapter 27. We can see clearly in this treatise how a Platonist, who, following the Timaeus, does not believe that any certain and unchanging knowledge of the sense-world is possible, can be much more open and uncommitted to any particular account of the nature and structure of material things than an Aristotelian, who, while still believing that certain and unchanging knowledge is possible, must find its objects predominantly in the world of sense.
(Only Substance, Quantity, Quality, Motion and, incidentally, Relation are discussed in VI. 3. It is possible, but not certain, that Plotinus meant to continue with a fuller discussion of other categories than the summary remarks in the last chapter.)
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Synopsis VI. 1
Earlier opinions on the number of beings and kinds of being summarily considered. Do the ten Aristotelian categories apply to both sensible and intelligible worlds (ch. 1)? Substance: criticisms of Aristotelian doctrine: there cannot be one category of substance for both sensible and intelligible worlds (chs. 2-3). Quantity: difficulties about numbers and magnitudes, discontinuous and continuous quantity (ch. 4). Speech and time should not be classed as quantitative (ch. 5). Relation: difficulties of the Aristotelian doctrine. Relations are not only in our thinking (chs. 6-9). Quality: difficulties about the Aristotelian account and the classification of qualities (chs. 10-12). When. Why make it a separate category: are not "whens” parts of time (ch. 13)? Where. Again, as with the "when”, perversity of making a separate category, and putting place and what is in place in different categories (ch. 14). Action (or doing and making): critical discussion of the Aristotelian account (chs. 15-19). Affection (or passivity). Difficulties about making it a separate category, sharply distinguished from Action (chs. 20-21). Action-Affection as Relation (ch. 22). Having: is this category really necessary (ch. 23)? The same applies to Position (ch. 24).
The Stoic Categories: absurdity of the Stoic highest genus, "something”: confusion in their materialistic account of substance-subject (ch. 25). Attack on Stoic materialism (chs. 26 and 27). The great Stoic mistake is reliance on sense-perception (ch. 28). Criticism of the materialistic Stoic account of Quality (ch. 29). Summary dismissal of the Stoic categories of State and Relation (ch. 30).
9
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VI. 2
The Platonic genera. Genera and Principles. Being and Becoming (again, absurdity of the Stoic "something”) (ch. 1). Being is one and many: its co-equal genera are also principles (ch. 2). The transcendent One cause of the genera: the genera in the unity of the One-Being: inadequacy of discursive reason to apprehend this (ch. 3). Bodily and intelligible being: Soul as a handy example of the intelligible (ch. 4). The unity and multiplicity of Soul, and of the One-Being (chs. 5 and 6). Movement as life in Soul and Intellect. Necessity also of the genus Rest (ch. 7). The discernment by direct vision of Being, Motion and Rest in Intellect: this brings with it the discernment of Same and Other (ch. 8). Are there more genera? Why the transcendent One is not a genus (ch. 9). Why the One in the One-Being is not a genus: how this One is in Being (chs. 9-11). All things, including .mathematical entities, which appear to be soulless, strive towards the One and Good (chs. 11-12). Quantity and number are posterior to and derived from the five Platonic genera (ch. 13). So is quality: in the intelligible world it is the activity of substance (ch. 14). Being and the other four Platonic genera (ch. 15). There is no place for the other Aristotelian categories in the intelligible (ch. 16). The Good is not a genus: the activity, life or movement of the One-Being towards the transcendent Good is its good (ch. 17). The Beautiful belongs to Substance, Knowledge is Movement. Intellect is not a genus, but all that truly exists: and the virtues are its activities (ch. 18). The genera and their species: universal and particular in Intellect (chs. 19-20). The great vision of Intellect, in which, deriving from and along with the primary genera, Quality, Quantity, number and figure are discerned.. The all-inclusiveness of Intellect (ch. 21). Exegesis of Timaeus 39E (the Complete Living Creature) in terms of this doctrine, with confirmatory texts from the Parmenides and Philebus (ch. 22).
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VI. 3
Are the categories of the sense-world the same, analogously, as those of the intelligible, or different? Problems of classification in the sense-world (ch. 1). Sensible substance: matter, form and composite: the Platonic intelligible categories cannot be applied, even analogously, to sensible substance (ch. 2). Discussion of matter, form and composite continued: relation of other categories to them. Seven, five, or possibly only two categories of the sensible world (ch. 3)? What have matter, form and composite in common to make us put them in the category of "substance” (ch. 4)? Substance and substrate (chs. 4-5). What does "is” mean in the sense-world (ch. 6)? It is not matter from which things here below derive their being (ch. 7). Sensible substance as a combination of qualities and matter (ch. 8). How should the genus "sensible substance” be divided into species (chs. 9-10)? Quantity in the sense-world (chs. 11-15). Quality in the sense-world (chs. 16-20). Movement in the sense-world (chs. 21-26). Stillness in the sense-world is to be distinguished from the Platonic category Rest in the intelligible (ch. 27). Summary conclusion, with a few remarks on Relation (ch. 28).
VI. 1. (42) ΠΕΡΙ ΤΩΝ ΓΕΝΩΝ ΤΟΤ ΟΝΤΟΣ ΠΡΩΤΟΝ
1. Περὶ τῶν ὄντων πόσα καὶ τινα ἑζήτησαν μὲν καί οι πάνυ παλαι ο ί, ἐν, οἱ δὲ ὡρισμένα, οι δὲ ἄπει ρα εἰπόντες, καὶ τοὐτων έκαστοι οἱ μὲν ἄλλο οἱ δὲ ἄλλο το ἐν, οἱ δὲ τὰ πεπερασμένα καὶ αὖ τὰ ἀπειρα εἰπόντες* καὶ 5 τοις μετ’ αὐτοὺς ἐξετασθεῖσαι αὖται αἱ δόξαι ἱκανῶς ἀφετέαι ἡμῖν ὅσα δ’ ἐξετάσαντες τὰ ἐκείνων ἔθεντο ἐν γἐνεσιν ὠρισμένοις αυτοί, nepi τούτων ἐπισκεπτέον, οι οὔτε ἐν θέμενοι, ὅτι πολλὰ καὶ ἐν τοῖς νοητοῖς ἑώρων, οὔτε ἀπειρα, ὅτι μήτε οἷόν τε μήτ’ ἐπιστήμη ἂν γένοιτο, 10 τἀ τε πεπερασμένα εἰς αριθμόν αὐτῶν, ὅτι τὰ1 υποκείμενα οὐκ ὀρθῶς οἷον στοιχεία, γένη δή1 2 3 τινα οὔτοι εἰρήκασιν, οἱ μὲν δέκα, οἱ δὲ ἐλάττω* εἶεν δ’ ἄν τινες οἱ πλείω τούτων, ἔστι δὲ καὶ ἐν τοῖς γένεσι
1	αυτών, ὅτι τἀ] αυτών, ὅτι <(δἐ]> τἀ H—S1.
2	Theiler: δἐ Enn.: del. Volkmann, H-S1.
1	The "extremely ancient philosophers” are the Pre-Socratics. As usual, Plotinus takes his information about them from Aristotle and dismisses them very summarily. 'One being”: Thales, Anaximenes, Heraclitus; "a definite number”: Empedocles; "an infinite number”: Anaxagoras, Democritus.
2	Aristotle and the Stoics.
3	The reference may be to Peripatetic discussions of the Categories by Andronicus, Boethus, and their followers
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VI. 1. ON THE KINDS
OF BEING I
1.	The extremely ancient philosophers investigated beings, how many there were and what they were: some said there was one being, some a definite number, and some an infinite number; and in each of these groups, some said the one being was one thing and some another, and the same applies to those who said the number of beings was limited and those who said that it was infinite.1 And since these views have been sufficiently examined by those who came after them, we can let them go. But since these later philosophers,2 after examining the views of the earlier ones, themselves placed beings in a number of definite kinds, we must consider them and see how many the kinds are; these philosophers did not posit one being, because they saw many even in the intelligible realm, nor an infinite number, because this was impossible and knowledge could not occur, and some of them posited ten of their numerically limited kinds and some fewer (they have said that the foundations of being are not rightly thought of as a sort of elements, but as genera of some kind); but there might have been some who posited more than these ten.3 But there are differences in their genera
(first century B.c.): cp. Dexippus In Categ. 137, p. 32,10-34.2. But the* wording is vague, and Plotinus clearly did not know much about these people and was not very interested in them.
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PLOTINUS: ENNEAD VI. 1.
δια φορά' οι μὲν γὰρ τἀ γἐνη ἀρχὰς, οι δὲ αὐτὰ τὰ ὄντα τῷ γένει τοσαῦτα.
Πρῶτον τοίνυν την διαιρουμένην εἰς δέκα τὰ ὄντα ληπτέον άνασκοπούντας, πότερα δέκα γένη δεῖ νομίζειν αυτούς λέγειν κοινού ονόματος τυχόντα του οντος η κατηγορίας δέκα, οτ ι γὰρ οὐ συνώνυμον τὸ ἂν ἐν ἅπασι, λέγουσι καὶ ὀρθῶς λέγουσι· μάλλον δὲ ἐκεῖνο πρώτον έρωτητέον, πότερα ομοίως ἐν τε τοις νοητοΐς ἕν τε τοῖς αίσθητοΐς τα δέκα, ἡ ἐν μὲν τοις αίσθητοΐς ἅπαντα, ἐν δὲ τοις νοητοΐς τα μὲν εἶναι, τἀ δὲ μὴ εἶναι· οὐ γὰρ δὴ ἀνάπαλιν, οὖ δὴ ἐ^εταστέον, τινα κἀκεῖ τῶν δέκα, καὶ εἰ τὰ ἐκεῖ ὄντα ὑφ’ ἕν γένος ύπακτέον τοις ἐνταῦθα, ἡ ὁμωνύμως ἥ τε ἐκεῖ ουσία ἥ τε ἐνταῦθα· ἀλλ’ εἰ τοῦτο, πλείω τὰ γἐνη. εἰ δὲ συνωνύμως, άτοπον το αυτό σημαίνειν την ουσίαν ἐπί τε τῶν πρώτως ὄντων καὶ τῶν υστέρων ούκ οντος γένους κοινού, ἐν οἶς τὸ πρότερον καὶ ὕστερον, ἀλλὰ περὶ τῶν νοητών κατά την διαίρεσιν οὐ λέγουσιν* οὐ πάντα άρα τα ὄντα διαιρεῖσθαι έβ ου λήθη σαν, ἀλλὰ τἀ μάλιστα ὄντα παραλελοίπασι.
2. Πάλιν οὖν άρα γένη νομιστέον εἶναι; καὶ πῶς ἐν γένος ή ουσία; από γὰρ ταύτης πάντως ἀρκτέον, ὅτι μὲν ἕν ἐπί τε τῆς νοητής ἐπί τε τῆς αισθητής κοινόν εἶναι 14
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as well: for some of them make the genera principles of being, others the beings themselves, generically the same in number.
First, then, we must take the opinion which divides beings into ten, and see whether we think the philosophers are saying that there are ten genera which fall under the common name of "being”, or ten categories. For they say, and say rightly, that being does not mean the same thing in all ten; but we should rather ask them this first, whether the ten are there in the same way in the intelligible beings and the beings perceived by sense, or whether they are all in the beings of the sense-world, but in the intelligibles some are there and some not: for it certainly cannot be the other way round. At this point we must examine which of the ten are also there in the intelligible, and if the things there can be brought under one genus with those here below, or whether the term "substance” is used ambiguously of that there and this here. But if this is so, then there are more than ten genera. But if *'substance” is used in the same sense there as here, it will be absurd for it to mean the same thing when applied to primary beings and those which come after them, since there is no common genus of things among which there is priority and posterity. But in their classification they are not speaking about the intelligible beings: so they did not want to classify all beings, but left out those which are most authentically beings.
2.	Again, then, are they really to be considered as genera? And how is substance one genus? For we must in any case begin with this. That there cannot be one common substantiality applying to both
15
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αδύνατον το τῆς ουσίας, ειρηται. καί προσέτι ἄλλο τι 5 ἔσται πρό τε τῆς νοητής και προ της αισθητής, ἄλλο τι ον κατηγορούμενον κατ αμφοῖν, ο ούτε σώμα ούτε ἀσώματον ἂν ειη* ἔσται γὰρ ἥ τὸ σώμα ἀσώματον, ἦ τὸ ἀσώματον σώμα, οὐ μὴν ἀλλὰ ἐπ’ αὐτῶν τῶν τῇδε ουσιών ζητητέον, τί κοινόν έπι τής ύλης και τού είδους 10 καὶ τοῦ ἐξ ἀμφοῖν. πάντα γὰρ ταῦτα ουσίας λέγουσιν εἶναι, καὶ οὐ τὸ ἴσον εἰς ουσίαν ἔχειν, ὅταν μάλλον λέγηται τὸ είδος οὐσία ἡ ἡ ὕλη* καὶ ὀρθῶς· οι δ’ ἂν ειποιεν τὴν ὕλην μάλλον, αι δὲ πρώτα ι λεγόμεναι ουσιαι προς τὰς δευτέρας τί ἂν ἔχοιεν κοινόν, ὁπότε παρά τῶν 15 προτέρων ἐχουσιν αἱ δεὑτεραι τὸ ουσία ι λέγεσθαι; ὅλως δὲ τί ἐστιν ἡ ουσία εἰπεῖν οὐκ ἔστιν οὐδὲ γάρ, εἰ τὸ ιδ ιόν τις άποδοίη, ήδη ἔχει τὸ τί ἐστι, καί ἴσως οὐδὲ τὸ “ἐν καὶ ταύτόν αριθμώ δεκτικόν τῶν εναντίων έπι πάντων αρμόσει.
3. Ἀλλ’ ἆρα μίαν τινα κατηγορίαν λεκτέον ὁμοῦ συλλαβοϋσι την νοητήν ουσίαν, την ύλην, τὸ είδος, το ἐξ ἀμφοῖν; οἷον εἴ τις τὸ τῶν Ηρακλειδῶν γένος ἕν τι λέγοι, οὐχ ὡς κοινόν κατά πάντων, ἀλλ’ ὡς ἀφ’ ενός' 5 πρώτως γὰρ ἡ ουσία εκείνη, δευτέρως δε και ἧττον τἀ άλλα, ἀλλὰ τί κωλύει μίαν κατηγορίαν τα πάντα εἶναι; καὶ γὰρ και τὰ ἄλλα πάντα ἀπὸ τῆς ουσίας τα λεγάμενα 1 2
1	This seems to be a polemical reference to the widest Stoic category τι ("sort of something”), which included both corporeals (the only realities) and incorporeals (which existed only in thought): cp. SVFII117, 329, 331-3; cp. ch. 25, 1-10.
2	A critical reference to Aristotle Categories 5. 4al0-ll.
/
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intelligible and sensible substance has been said already. And besides, there will [if this is so] be something else before both intelligible and sensible substance, which is something else and is predicated of both, and this could not be either body or bodiless: for [if it is] body will be bodiless, or the bodiless body.1 Of course we must also investigate this point about the substance here below themselves, what there is common to matter and form and the composite of both. For they say that all these are substances, but that they are not equal in respect of substance, when it is said that form is more substance than matter—quite correctly; but there are those who would say that matter is more substance. But what could the substances which they call primary have in common with the secondary ones, when the secondary ones derive their name of substances from those prior to them? But in general it is impossible to say what substance is: for even if one gives it its "proper characteristic”, it does not yet have its "what it is”, and perhaps not even the definition "that which is one and the same in number which is receptive of the opposites” will fit all cases.2
3.	But ought we really to call substance one category, collecting together intelligible substance, matter, form and the composite of both? This would be like saying that the genus [or clan] or the Hera-clids was a unity, not in the sense of a unity common to all its members, but because they all come from one ancestor: for the intelligible substance would be so primarily, and the others secondarily and less. But what prevents all things from being one category? For ^everything else which is said to exist
17
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εἶναι, ἡ ἐκεῖνα μὲν πάθη, αἱ S’ ουσία ι ἐφεξῆς ἄλλως. ἀλλὰ γὰρ καὶ όντως οὔπω ἔχομεν ἐπερεἴσασθαι τῇ 10 ουσία, οὑδὲ το κνριώτατον λαβεῖν, Γν’ ἀπὸ τούτου και τὰς ἄλλας. συγγενεῖς μὲν δὴ ούτως ἔστωσαν πάσαι αι λεγόμεναι ουσία ι ἔχουσαί τι παρά τα άλλα γένη, τι αρα γε αὐτὸ τούτο το “τι” και το “τόδε ■» και το “υποκείμενον” και μη επικείμενον μηδ’ ἐν άλλω ως εν 15 ύποκειμένω μηδὲ ὅ ἐστιν ἄλλου ὅν, οἷον λευκόν ποιότης σώματος και ποσόν ουσίας, και χρόνος κινησεώς τι και κίνησις τον κινούμενου; ἀλλ’ ἡ δεύτερα ουσία κατ άλλου, η άλλον τρόπον το “κατ* άλλου” ενταύθα, ως γένος ένυπάρχον και ένυπάρχον ως μέρος και το ‘τί εκείνον' το δὲ λευκὸν κατ’ άλλον, ὅτι εν άλλω. αλλα 20 ταῦτα μεν ἴδια ἂν τις λέγοι πρὸς τἀ ἄλλα καὶ διὰ τούτο εις εν οϋτω συνάγοι καί ουσίας λέγοι, εν δέ τι γένος ουκ αν λέγοι, οὐδὲ δηλοί πω την έννοιαν τής ουσίας καί την φυσιν. καί ταῦτα μεν ενταύθα κείσθω' επί δε την τοῦ ποσού ϊωμεν φυσιν.
4. ’Αριθμόν δὴ πρώτον ποσόν λέγουσι καὶ τὸ συνεχὲς άτήχν μέγεθος καί τόπον καί χρόνον, τα δ αλλα ι8
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derives from substance. Now those other existents are affections [of substances] and substances are in successive order in a different way. But besides that, in this way we are not yet able to put any weight on substance or grasp the most essential thing about it, in order that the others may come from it. Let all the so-called substances, certainly, be akin in this way and have something over and above the other genera. But what is this very "something” and "this here”, and the "substrate” and the not resting upon or being in something else as in a substrate, nor being what it is as belonging to another, as white is a quality of body and quantity belongs to substance, and time is something belonging to motion, and motion belongs to the moved? But second substance is predicated of something else. Now here it is predicated of something else in a different way, in the sense of an immanent genus, immanent as a part, and the "what it is” of that first substance; but the [quality] white is predicated of something else because it is in something else. But one might say that these are peculiar properties of substances as compared with other things, and for this reason one might collect them into one and call them substances, but one would not be speaking of one genus, nor would one yet be making clear the concept and nature of substance. Let this discussion rest here, and let us go on to the nature of the quantum.1
4.	They say that the first quantum is number, also all continuous magnitude and place and time, and they refer all the other things they call quanta back
1 Plotinus returns to the discussion of sensible "substance” at length in VI. 3.
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εἰς ταῦτα ἀναφέρουσιν, ὅσα ποσά λέγουσι, και την κίνησιν ποσὸν τῷ τὸν χρόνον, καίτοι ίσιος ἀνάπαλιν τοῦ 5 χρόνον το συνεχὲς παρὰ τῆς κινήσεως λαβόντος. εἰ μὲν δὴ τὸ συνεχὲς ἦ συνεχὲς ποσὸν φήσουσιν εἶναι, τὸ διωρισμένον οὐκ ἂν εἴη ποσόν εἰ δὲ κατὰ συμβεβηκὸς τὸ συνεχές, τί κοινόν ἀμφοτἑροις ἔσται τὸ ποσοις εἶναι; τοῖς μὲν γὰρ άριθμοΐς τὸ ποσοις εἶναι ύπαρχέτω· καίτοι 10 τούτο το λέγεσθαι ποσοις ύπαρχοι, οὔπω δέ, τίς ἡ φύσις καθὸ λέγεται, δηλονται- ἀλλὰ γραμμή γε καὶ ἐπίπεδον καὶ σώμα οὐδὲ λέγεται, ἀλλὰ μεγέθη μὲν λέγεται, ποσά δὲ οὐ λέγεται, εἴπερ τότε προσλαμβάνει τὸ ποσὸν λἐγεσθαι, ὅταν εἰς αριθμόν άχθη δίπηχυ η τρίπηχυ* ἐπεὶ 15 καὶ τὸ σώμα το φυσικόν μ€τρηθέν γίγνεται ποσόν τι, καὶ ὁ τόπος κατά συμβεβηκός, οὐχ ἦ τόπος, δεῖ δὲ μη το κατά συμβεβηκὸς ποσὸν λαμβάνειν, ἀλλὰ τὸ καθ αυτό, οἷον ποσότητα· ἐπεὶ οὐδὲ τοὺς τρεῖς βοῦς ποσον, ἀλλὰ τὸν ἐπ’ αὐτοῖς αριθμόν· βόες γὰρ τρεῖς δύο κατηγορίαι ἡδη. ούτως οὖν καὶ γραμμή τοσήδ€ δύο 20 κατηγορίαι, και επιφάνεια τοσήδε δὑο, καὶ η ποσοτης μὲν αυτής ποσόν, αὐτὴ δὲ ἡ επιφάνεια διὰ τί ποσον; περατωθεΓσα γοῦν οἷον τριοὶ γραμμαΐς ή τέτρασι λέγεται εἶναι ποσόν. τί οὖν; μόνον τους αριθμούς φήσομ€ν ποσον; ἀλλ’ εἰ μὲν τοὺς καθ’ αυτούς αριθμούς, ονσιαι 25 λέγονται οδτοι και μάλιστα τῷ καθ9 αὐτοὺς εἶναι, ει δε 1
1 These are the Platonic Ideal Numbers, which Plotinus discusses in Vi. 6.
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to these, and they say that movement is quantified by the quantum of time, though perhaps, conversely, time takes its continuity from movement. But now, if they are going to say that the continuous is a quantum in so far as it is continuous, the discontinuous would not be a quantum; but if the continuous is a quantum incidentally, what is this being quantitative which is common to both? Now let us agree that numbers have the property of being quanta; yet this only gives them the property of being called quanta, and it is not yet made clear what their nature is in virtue of which they are called quanta; but a line and a surface and a body are not even called quanta, but are called magnitudes but not quanta, granted that they receive the additional appellation of quanta when they are brought to a number, two cubits or three cubits: since the natural body also becomes a quantum when it is measured, and place is so incidentally, not in so far as it is place. But one must not take what is incidentally a quantum, but the quantitative in itself, like quantity: since even the three oxen are not a quantum, but their number is: for three oxen are already two categories. In this way, therefore, a line of a certain length is two categories, and a surface of a certain area is two categories, and its quantity is a quantum, but why is the surface itself a quantum? It is, at any rate, only when it is limited, by three or four lines for instance, that it is said to be a quantum. Well then, shall we assert that only the numbers are quantitative? But if we mean the numbers in and by themselves,1 these are called substances, and are called so particularly because they are in and by themselves. But if we mean the num-
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τοὺς ἐν τοῖς μετέχουσιν αυτών, καθ9 οὓς αριθμοῦμεν, ου μονάδας, άλλα ίππους δέκα καὶ βοῦς δέκα, πρώτον μὲν άτοπον δόξει εἶναι, εἰ ἐκεῖνοι ουσία ι, μὴ καί τούτους, ἔπειτα δέ, εἰ μετροῦντες τὰ ὑποκείμενα ἐνυπάρχουσιν ἐν αὐτοῖς, ἀλλὰ μὴ ὲξω ὄντες ώσπερ οἱ κανόνες καί τα μέτρα μετρούσα, ἀλλ’ ει ἐφ’ εαυτών ὄντες λαμβάνονται εἰς το μετρεΐν καί μὴ ἐν τοῖς ύποκειμένοις, οὔτε εκείνα ποσά τα υποκείμενα μη μετέχοντα ποσότητος, αυτοί τε διὰ τί ποσόν; μέτρα γάρ* τὰ δὲ μέτρα διὰ τί ποσά η ποσότης; ἡ ὅτι ἐν τοῖς ουσιν ὄντες, εἰ μηδεμια τῶν άλλων άρμόττουσι, τούτο, ο λέγονται, ἔσονται καί ἐν τη λεγομένη ποσότητι κείσονται. καί γὰρ ἡ μονὰς αὐτῶν ορίζει εν, εΐτ επεισι καί ἐπ* άλλο, καί 6 αριθμός ὅσα μηνύει, καί μετρεΐ το πλήθος ή ψυχὴ προσχρωμένη. μετρούσα οὖν οὐ τὸ τί ἐστι μετρεΐ* ἐν γὰρ λέγει καὶ δύο, κἂν όποιαούν καί ἐναντία ἦ· ἀλλ’ οὐδὲ ήντινα διάθεσιν έχει, οἷον θερμόν ή καλόν, ἀλλ’ ὅσα. τοῦ ποσού άρα, είτε καθ’ αὐτόν, εἴτ’ ἐν τοῖς μετέχουσι θεωροΐτο, αυτός, ου τὰ μετεχοντα. ου το τρίπηχυ τοίνυν, ἀλλὰ τὰ τρία, διὰ τί οὖν καὶ τὰ μεγέθη; άρα, ὅτι ἐγγὺς τοῦ ποσού, καὶ οἶς ἂν έγγίνηται, ποσά αυτά λέγομεν, ου τω κυρίως ποσώ, 22
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bers in the things which participate in them, the numbers by which we count, not just units, but ten horses or ten oxen, first of all it will seem absurd that, if the numbers in themselves are substances, these [counting] numbers should not be so as well, and then [it will also seem absurd] if when they measure their subjects they exist in them, and do not exist outside them and measure them like rulers and measuring-pots. But if it is as existing on their own and not in their subjects that they are taken for measuring, those subjects will not be quanta since they will not participate in quantity, and why are the numbers themselves quantitative? For they are measures: but why are measures quanta or quantity? Presumably because, since they are among the things that exist, if they do not fit into any of the other categories, they will be what they are called and will be placed in the category called quantity. For their unit marks off one thing, and then goes on to another, and number indicates how many there are, and soul measures the multiplicity using number to help it. Therefore when it measures it does not measure what a thing is: for it says "one” and "two”, whatever they are and even if they are opposites; but it does not measure what state a thing is in either, warm or beautiful for instance, but how many things there are. Number itself then, whether it is regarded in itself or in the things which participate in it, is quantitative, but its participants are not. So not the "three cubits long” but the "three”. Why, then, are magnitudes also quantitative? Is it because they are near the quantum, and we call the things in which they occur quanta, not because they are quanta in the proper sense, but we call something big as if on
23
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ἀλλὰ μέγα λἐγομεν, ώσπερ πολλοῦ μετ ἔχον αριθμού, και μικρόν, ὅτι ολίγον; άλλα το μέγα αὐτὸ καὶ τὸ μικρόν ονκ άξιούται ποσά εἶναι, ἀλλὰ πρός τι* ἀλλὰ ὅμως πρός τι λέγουσι, καθόσον ποσά 8οκ€ΐ εἶναι. 50 σκεπτέον δὲ άκριβ4στ€ρον. ἔσται τοίνυν οὐχ ἐν τι γόνος, ἀλλ’ ὁ αριθμός μόνος, τα δὲ δευτέρως, οὐ κυρίως τοίνυν ἐν γένος, ἀλλὰ κατηγορία μία συνάγουσα και τὰ ἐγγύς πως τἀ πρώτως καὶ δευτέρως, ἡμῖν δὲ ζητητέον, πῶς οι καθ* αὐτοὺς αριθμοί ουσία ι η και αυτοί ποσόν τι· 55 ὁποτέρως δ’ ἂν ἐχωσιν, οὐκ ἂν κοινόν τι ἔχοιεν πρὸς τούτους ἐκεῖνοι, ἀλλ’ ἡ ὄνομα μόνον.
5. Ό δὲ λόγος καὶ ὁ'χρόνος και ἡ κίνησις πώς; πρώτον δὲ περί τού λόγου, εἰ βούλει [μετρεῖται μὲν γάρ].1 ἀλλὰ λόγος ῶν τοσόσδε ὲστί[ν]—ἡμετρεΓται μὲν γάρ)1—ἦ δὲ Λόγος, οὐ ποσόν σημαντικόν γάρ, ὧσπερ 5 τὸ ονομα και τὸ ρήμα, ὕλη δ’ αὑτοῦ ὁ ἀήρ, ώσπερ καὶ τοὑτων καὶ γὰρ σύγκ€ΐται όξ αυτών' ή δὲ πληγή μάλλον ό λόγος, και οὐχ ἡ πληγή απλώς, ἀλλ’ ἡ τύπωσις ή γιγνομόνη, ὧσπερ μορφούσα* μάλλον οὖν ποίησις καί ποίησις σημαντική, τὴν δὴ κίνησιν ταύτην κατά1 2 τὴν πληγήν ποίησιν μάλλον αν εὔλόγως τις 10 θεῖτο, τὴν δὲ ἀντικειμένως πάθος, ή όκάστην άλλου μὲν ποίησιν, άλλου δὲ πάθος, ή ποίησιν εἰς τὸ υποκείμενον, πάθημα δ’ ἐν τῷ ὐποκειμένῳ. εἰ δὲ μὴ κατὰ τὴν πληγήν
1	transposuimus.
2	coniecimus: καί Enn.
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the ground that it participates in a great deal of number, and small, because it participates in a little? But the big itself and the small are not considered to be quanta, but relations; but, all the same, they call them relations in so far as they appear to be quanta. But we must consider this more precisely. There will, then, not be one genus, but only number, and the other things as quanta secondarily. There is not, then, one genus in the proper sense, but one category which gathers in also the things that are somehow near quanta in a primary and secondary sense. But we [Platonists] must investigate how the numbers in and by themselves are substances, or whether they too are a kind of quantum; but, whichever way they are, those numbers would have nothing in common with these numbers here below, except the name alone.
5.	But how are [articulate] speech and time and movement quanta? First of all, if you like, about speech. But it is speech and is of a certain quantity— for it is certainly measured—yet in so far as it is speech it is not a quantum: for it is something significant, like noun and verb. Like theirs, its matter is the air: for in fact it is composed of them; but it is rather the impact which is speech, and not just simply the impact but the resulting impression which so to speak shapes the air: it is therefore an action, and a significant action. Certainly one would more reasonably class this movement according to the impact as an action and the corresponding movement as an affection, or say that each of them was an action of one thing and an affection of another, or an action upon the substrate and an affection in the substrate. Btrt if the voice is not considered in terms
25
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ἡ φωνή, ἀλλὰ καὶ κατὰ τὸν ἀέρα, δύο ἄν εἴη καὶ οὐ μία ἡ κατηγορία ἐκ τῆς σημαντικής, εἰ ἀγο σημαντικόν ταύτης, το δἐγ1 σνσσημαντι κόν ἐκείνης τῆς 15 κατηγορίας. 6 δὲ χρόνος, εἰ μὲν κατὰ τὸ μετρούν λαμβάνοιτο, τί ποτε τὸ μετρούν ληπτέον ἦ γὰρ ψυχὴ ῆ τὸ νῦν. εἰ δὲ κατὰ τὸ μετροὑμενον, κατὰ μὲν τὸ τοσόσδε εἶναι, οἷον ἐνιαύσιος, ἔστω ποσόν, κατά μέντοι το χρόνος εἶναι φύσις τις άλλη’ το γὰρ τοσόνδε ἄλλο ἂν 20 τοσόνδε ἐστίν, οὐ γὰρ δὴ ποσότης ὁ χρόνος' ή δὲ ποσότης οὐκ εφαπτομένη άλλου αὐτὸ τοῦτο ἂν εἴη τὸ κυρίως ποσόν. εἰ δὲ τὰ μετἐχοντα πάντα τού ποσού ποσά θεῖτο, καὶ ἡ ουσία ἔσται τὸ αὐτὸ καὶ ποσόν. τ 6 δὲ ἴσον καὶ αν ι σ ο ν ίδιον εἶναι τοῦ ποσού επ αυτού ληπτέον, ου των μετεχόντων, ἀλλ’ ἡ κατὰ 25 συμβεβηκός, οὐχ ἦ αὐτὰ εκείνα, ώσπερ ο τριπηχυς ποσός, συνηρημένος και οΰτος οὐκ εἰς γένος εν, αλλ υφ εν και μίαν κατηγορίαν.
6. Τὸ δὲ π ρος τι ούτως ἐπισκεπτέον, ει τις κοινότης γενική εν αὐτῷ υπάρχει ή άλλον τρόπον εις εν, και μάλιστα ἐπὶ τούτου, ει ύπόστασίς τις η σχεσις εστιν
1 Igal.
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of the impact but of the air, there would be two categories and not one to be extracted from the significant action, if the significant thing is to be placed in this category and the co-significant in that.1 As for time, if it is understood in its measuring capacity, we must grasp what it is that measures: for it is either soul or the "now”. But if it is understood as measured, let it be a quantum in respect of being of a certain length, a year’s length for instance; but in respect of being time it is some different nature: for the so much is a something else which is so much. Quite certainly time is not quantity; but it is just exactly quantity which has no hold on anything else which is the quantum in the strict and proper sense. But if one classes all the things which participate in the quantitative as quanta, then substance will be the same thing as quantum. But that "equal and unequal are characteristic of the quantum”2 must be understood of the quantum itself, not of the things which participate in it, except incidentally, not in so far as they are those things which they are, as the man three cubits tall is; he too is not brought together into one genus, but under one genus and one category.
6.	As regards relation, we should enquire about it in this way: whether there is any generic community in it, or whether it comes together in another way into one. And it is particularly important when dealing with this category to ask whether this state of being related has any substantial existence, for
1	We adopt here Igal’s conjecture, which gives good sense and accords with Simplicius In Categ. 6, p. 131. 8-10.
2	Aristotle Categories 6. 6a26-7
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αὕτη, ὧσπερ ὁ δεξιὸς και ἀριστερὸς και τὸ διπλάσιον και τὸ ημισυ, ἡ ἐπὶ μὲν τῶν ἐστιν, ώσπερ ἐπὶ τοῦ ύστερον λεχθέντος, ἐπὶ δὲ του πρότερον λεχθέντος οὐδεμία, ἡ οὐδαμοὐ τοὐτο. τί δὴ ἐπὶ διπλάσιου και ἡμίοεος καὶ ὅλως ὑπερἐχοντος καὶ ὐπερεχομένου, καὶ αν εξεως καὶ διαθέσεως, ἀνα κλίσεως, καθίοεως, στάσεως, καὶ αὖ πατρός νΐέος, δεσπότου δοὑλου, καί πάλιν όμοιου άνομοίου, ίσον άνίσου, ποιητικού τε αὖ καὶ παθητικού, καὶ μέτρου και μετρουμένου; και ἔπιστήμη καὶ αἴσθησις, ἡ μὲν πρὸς ἔπιστητόν, ἡ δὲ πρὸς αισθητόν, η μὲν γὰρ ἔπι στη μη ἐχοι ἂν πρὸς ἔπιστητόν μίαν τινα κατ’ ἐνέργειαν ύπόστασιν [πρὸς τὸ τοῦ επιστητού είδος],1 καὶ ἡ αἴσθησις πρὸς αισθητόν ωσαύτως, τό τε ποιητικόν προς τὸ παθητικόν καν εργον εν άπεργάσαιτο, καὶ τὸ μέτρον προς το μετροὑμενον την μέτρησιν. ὅμοιον δὲ πρὸς ὅμοιον τί αν ἐχοι ἀπογεννώμενον; ἡ οὐκ ἀπογεννώμενον, ἀλλὰ ύπαρχον, την ταυτότητα την ἐν τῷ ποιώ. ἀλλὰ παρὰ τὸ ἐν έκατέρω ποιόν οὐδέν, οὐδὲ τὰ ἴσα* τὸ γὰρ τ αυτόν ἐν τῷ ποσώ προϋπάρχει προ τής σχέσεως. ἡ δὲ σχέσις τί ἄλλο ἡ η μετ έρα κρίσις παραβαλλόντων τα ἐφ’ εαυτών ὄντα α ἐστι καὶ λεγόντων “τούτο και τούτο το αυτό μέγεθος εχει και την αυτήν ποιότητα” καὶ “οντος πεποίηκε τούτον και οΰτος κρατεί τούτου”; κάθισις τε και στάσις παρά τὸ καθημενον και έστηκός τί αν εἴη; ἡ δ’ ἕξις [καὶ διάθεσις] 1 2 ἡ μὲν κατὰ τὸ ἔχον λεγομένη ἔχειν ἂν μάλλον
1	del. Dorrie.
2	del. Kirghhoff.
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instance the right and the left and the double and the half, or whether it is so in some cases, for instance the one last mentioned, but there is no substantiality in the first mentioned, or whether it is nowhere so. What, then, about double and half and in general exceeding and exceeded, and again about habitual state and [changeable] disposition, and lying, sitting, standing, and again about father, son, master, slave, and further about like, unlike, equal, unequal, and active also and passive, and measure and measured? And knowledge and sense-perception, of which one is related to the object known and the other to the object perceived. Knowledge would indeed have in relation to its object a single active substantial existence, and sense-perception in the same way in relation to its object, and so would the active to the passive, granted that they accomplish a single work, and the measure to the measured in respect of measuring it. But what product would like have in relation to like? It is not a question of a product, but of something which is there, of the sameness in the qualified. But there is nothing over and above the qualification in each of the like things. Nor is there in the case of equal things: for the sameness in the quantum is there before the state of being related. But what is this state of being related other than our judgement when we compare things which are what they are by themselves and say "this thing and this thing have the same size and the same quality”, and "this man has produced this man, and this man controls this man”? And what would sitting and standing be over and above what sits and stands? But habitual state, when it refers, to the possessor, would rather signify
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σημαίνοι, ἡ δὲ κατὰ τὸ ἐχόμενον ποιὸν ἂν εἴη· καὶ ἐπι διαθέσεως ὠσαὑτως. τί ἂν οὖν εἴη παρὰ ταῦτα τὰ πρὸς ἄλληλα ἡ ἡμῶν τὴν παρἀθεσιν νοοὑντων; τὸ δ’ ὐπερἐχον τὸ μὲν τοσόνδε μέγεθος, τὸ δὲ τοσόνδε* ἄλλο δὲ τόδε, τὸ δὲ ἄλλο* ἡ δὲ παραβολὴ παρ’ ἡμῶν, οὐκ ἐν αὐτοῖς, ὁ δὲ δε£ιὸς πρὸς αριστερόν και έμπροσθεν και όπισθεν μάλλον αν ίσους εν τῷ κεισθαι' ὁ μεν ὡδί, ὁ δὲ ὡδὑ ημείς δε το δεξιόν και τὸ αριστερόν ενοησαμεν, εν δε αντοΐς οὐδέν, τό τε πρότερον και ύστερον χρόνοι δύο* τὸ δὲ πρότερον και ύστερον ημείς- ωσαύτως.
7. Εἰ μεν οὖν οὐδὲν λέγομεν, ἀλλὰ λέγοντες φευδόμεθα, οὐδὲν ἂν τούτων εἴη, ἀλλὰ κενόν ή σχέσις* ει δ’ άληθεύομεν λέγοντες “πρότερος ὅδε τοῦδε, ὁ δ’ ύστερος”, χρόνους δύο παραβάλλοντες ἕτερον παρὰ τὰ υποκείμενα αυτών λέγοντες τὸ πρότερον, και ἐπὶ δεξιού και ἐπὶ αριστερού ωσαύτως, και επί μεγεθών παρά τὸ ποσόν αυτών την σχεσιν, καθὸ τὸ μεν υπερβάλλει, το δ’ υπερβάλλεται, ει δε καί μη λεγόντων ημών μηδὲ νοούντων εστιν ούτως, ώστε διπλάσιον είναι τόδε τούδε, καί ἔχει, τὸ δ’ εχεται, καί πριν ημάς επιστησαι, καί ίσα προ ημών προς ἄλληλα, καὶ ἐπὶ τοῦ ποιὰ εἶναι εστιν εν ταύτότητι τη προς ἄλληλα, καὶ ἐπὶ πάντων ὧν
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possession, but when it refers to the possessed, would be a quale; and the same would be true of [changeable] disposition. What then would there be over and above these things which are related to each other except ourselves thinking their juxtaposition? Exceeding is a matter of one thing of one definite size and another of another definite size; and this one and that one are two different things; the comparison comes from us, but is not in them. But right in relation to left, and before and behind perhaps rather belong in the category of position: one is here and the other there; but we thought the right and left; there is nothing of it in the things themselves. And the before and after are two times; but it is we who think the before and after in the same way.
7.	If then we are not saying anything, but our statements are deceptive, none of these would exist and "the state of being related” would be an empty phrase; but if we speak the truth when we say "this time is before this one, and this one after”, comparing two times and saying that the "before” is something other than the underlying subjects, and it is the same with right and left, and if in the case of sizes [it is true to say] that their relationship is something oyer and above their quantitativeness, in that one exceeds and the other is exceeded; further, if, even when we do not speak or think, it is in fact so that this is the double of that, and one possesses and another is possessed, even before we notice it, and things are equal to one another prior to us, and, where being qualified is concerned, are in a relation of sameness to each other, and if in the case of all things whiph we say are related the state of being
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λἐγομεν πρός τι μετὰ τἀ υποκείμενα ἔστι πρὸς αλληλα ἡ σχέσις, ἡμεῖς δὲ οὖσαν θεωροῦμεν καὶ ἡ γνῶσις προς τὸ γινωσκόμενον—οὖ δὴ καὶ φανερώτερον το τῆς 15 ὑποστάσεως τὸ ἐκ τῆς σχἐσεως—παυστέον μεν το ζητεῖν, εἰ ἔστι σχέσις, ἐπισημηναμἐνους δὲ ὅτι τῶν τοιούτων ἐπὶ μὲν ών, εως μένει τὰ υποκείμενα ὅπως εἶχε, καν χωρίς γένηται, υπάρχει ἡ σχέσις, ἐπὶ δὲ τῶν, ὅταν συνέλθῃ, γίγνεται. επὶ δὲ τῶν καὶ μενόντων 20 παὑεται ἡ σχέσις ἡ ὅλως ἣ ἄλλη γίγνεται, οἷον επι δε£ιοὐ καὶ πλησίον, ἐ£ ὧν καὶ μάλιστα η υπόνοια του μηδέν εἶναι ἐν τοίς τοιοὐτοις* τοῦτ’ οὖν ἑπι-σημηναμένους χρὴ ζητεῖν τί ταὐτὸν ἐν πᾶσι, καὶ εἰ ὡς γἐνος, ἀλλὰ μη συμβεβηκός· εἶτα εὐρεθὲν τὸ ταὐτὸν ποιαν ύπόστασιν ἔχει. λεκτέον δὴ τὸ π ρος τι ου κ εἴ τι 25 απλώς έτέρου λέγεται, οἷον ἕξις ψυχῆς ἡ σώματος, οὐδ’ οτι ψυχή τοῦδέ ἐστιν ἡ ἐν ἐτέρῳ, ἀλλ’ οἶς ἡ ὑπόστασις Οὐδαμόθεν ἡ ἐκ τῆς σχέσεως παραγίγνεταν ὑπόστασις δὲ οὐχ ἡ τῶν υποκείμενων, αλλ ἡ πρός τι λέγεται, οἷον τὸ διπλάσιον πρὸς ἥμισυ την ύπόστασιν δίδωσιν οΰτ€ τω 30 διπήχει ἡ ὅλως δυσίν, οὔτε τῷ πηχυαίω η ὅλως ὲνί, ἀλλὰ τούτων οντων κατά την σχέσιν αὐτῶν πρὸς τῷ δὑο,1 τὸ δὲ ἐν εἶναι, ἔσχε τὸ μὲν Βιπλάσιον λέγεσθαί τε
1 πρός τω δυο Kirchhoff (πρός τω τό μἐν διίο F3mg: praeter id Ficinus): πρός (παρά R2mg) τό διίο Enn.
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related to each other is subsequent to the subjects related, but we observe it as presently existent, and our knowledge is directed to the object being known—at this point the substantiality arising out of the state of relation is even more obvious—we should stop enquiring whether the state of relation exists; but we should also note that with some things in this state, as long as the subjects remain as they were, even if they become separated, the state of relation persists, but with others it comes into existence when they come together, and with others again, even when they remain as they are, the state of being related either comes to an end altogether or becomes different, as in the case of right and near, and it is from these particularly that our suspicion arises that in things of this kind relation is nothing. Having taken note of this, then, we must enquire what is the same in all, and if it is so as a genus, but not something incidental; then, when we have found what is the same, we must enquire what kind of existence it has. We must certainly speak of relation, not if something is simply said to belong to another, a state of soul or body for instance, nor because a soul belongs to this man or is in something different [from itself], but in things where the existence derives from nowhere else but the state of relation: existence here does not mean that of the [related] subjects, but that of the relation. For instance the relation double to half gives existence neither to the two-cubits-long nor in general to two things, nor to the one-cubit-long nor in general to one thing, but when these are in their state of being related, in addition to being two and one respectively, the first has the name and reality of double, and the one the
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καὶ εἶναι, τὸ δὲ ἐν ἥμισυ ἔσχεν αυτό, συνεγέννησεν οὖν ἄμφω ἐξ αυτών ἄλλο εἶναι διπλάσιον καί ἥμισυ, ἃ πρὸς ἄλληλα ἐγεννήθη, καὶ τὸ εἶναι οὐκ ἄλλο τι ἡ τὸ ἀλλήλοις εἶναι, τῷ μὲν διπλασίω παρὰ τοῦ ὐπερἐχειν τὸ ἡμισυ, τῷ δὲ ἡμἴσει παρά του ὑπερἐχεσθαγ ώστε οὐκ ἔστι τὸ μὲν αυτών πρότερον, τὸ δὲ ὕστερον, ἀλλ’ άμα υφίσταται. εἰ δὲ καὶ άμα μένει; ἡ ἐπὶ πατρός καὶ υἱοῦ καὶ τῶν παραπλήσιων πατρός ἀπελθόντος υἱός ἐστι, καὶ ἀδελφοὐ ἀδελφός· ἐπεὶ καὶ τὸ “ὅμοιος οὖτος τῷ τεθνηκότι” λέγομεν.
8. Ἀλλὰ ταῦτα μὲν παρεξεβημεν εκεΐθεν δὲ ζητητἐον τὸ διὰ τί ἐπὶ τούτων οὐχ ὁμοίως, ἀλλὰ τὸ εἶναι τοῦτο τὸ παρ’ ἀλλήλων τινα ἔχει κοινήν την ύπόστασιν εἰπάτωσαν. σώμα μὲν οὖν τι τοῦτο τὸ κοινόν ου κ αν εἴη. λείπεται δέ, εἴπερ ἔστιν, ἀσώμα τον, καὶ ἡ ἐν αὐτοῖς ἡ ὲξωθεν. καὶ εἰ μὲν ἡ αὐτὴ σχέσις, συνώνυμος, εἰ δὲ μη, ἀλλ’ ἄλλη άλλων, ομώνυμος· οὐ γὰρ δή, ὅτι σχέσις λέγεται, καὶ την ουσίαν την αυτήν αν ἐχοι. ἆρ’ οὖν τὰς σχέσεις ταύτῃ διαιρετέον, ἦ τὰ μὲν ἔχει αργόν την σχέσιν, οἷον κειμένην θεωρεῖν, καὶ άμα πάντη ἡ ὑπόστασις, τὰ δὲ μετά δυνάμεως και έργου η αει προς την σχέσιν καὶ εἶχε 34
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name and reality of half. They both together, therefore, generated from themselves something else, the existence of double and half, which came into existence in relation to each other, and their being is nothing else than being for each other; for the double it comes from exceeding the half and for the half from being exceeded; so that one of them is not prior and the other posterior, but they come into existence together. But do they remain in existence together? Now in the case of father and son and similar relations, when the father is gone the son is [still] son, and a brother [is a brother] when his brother is gone: for we say "he is like the dead man”.
8.	But we digressed here; and starting from this point we must investigate the question why there is dissimilarity in these relations. But let these philosophers1 tell us what common substantiality this being from each other has. Well now, this common reality cannot be a body. So it remains that, supposing it exists, it is incorporeal, and is either in the things related or comes from outside. And if the state of being related is [always] the same, it is univocal, but if not, but different in different cases, it is equivocal: for it is certainly not just because it is called a state of being related that it would have the same essential character. Are then the states of being related to be distinguished in this way, in that some things have a relationship observable as inactive, just lying there, so to speak, and it only exists when they are entirely simultaneous, but others, along with their power and operation, are either always disposed to relationship and had their
1 The Peripatetics.
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καὶ προ τον την ετοιμότητα, ἐν δὲ τη συνόδῳ καὶ ἐνεργείᾳ ὐπέστη, ἡ καὶ ὅλως τὰ μὲν πεποίηκε, τὰ δ’ ὐπέστη, καὶ τὸ ύποστάν ὄνομα μόνον παρἑσχε τῷ 15 έτέρω, τὸ δὲ τὴν ὐπόστασιν; τοιούτον γὰρ καὶ ὁ πατήρ και 6 υιός· καὶ τὸ ποιητικόν δὲ καὶ παθητικόν ἔχει τινα οἷον ζωὴν καὶ ἐνέργειαν. ἆρ’ οὖν ταύτῃ διαιρετέον την σχέσιν και διαιρετέον οὐχ ὡς ταύτόν τι και κοινόν ἐν διαφοραῖς, ἀλλ’ ὅλως ὡς ὲτέραν φὑσιν τὴν σχέσιν ἐν 20 ὲκατέρῳ, καὶ λεκτέον ομώνυμον την μὲν ποιούσαν ποίη σιν καὶ πάθησιν, ὡς μίαν ἄμφω, την δὲ οὐ ποιούσαν, ἀλλ’ ἐπ’ ἀμφοῖν τὸ ποιούν άλλο; οἷον ισότητα την τα ίσα* ίσότητι γὰρ ἴσα καὶ ὅλως ταύτότητί τινι ταύτά' τὸ δὲ μέγα καὶ μικρόν, το μὲν μεγέθους παρουσία, τὸ δὲ μικρότητος. όταν δὲ τὸ μὲν μεῖζον, τὸ 25 δὲ μικρότερον, οι μεν μεταλαβόντες ο μεν μείζων ενεργεία φανέντος τού εν αὐτῷ μεγέθους, ο δὲ μικρός τής μικρότητος.
9. Χρὴ οὖν ἐπὶ μεν των πρόσθεν εψημένων, οἷον ποιούντος, επιστήμης, ενεργή την σχέσιν κατὰ την ενέργειαν και τον επί τῇ ενεργεία λόγον τιθεσθαι, επι δε τῶν άλλων είδους και λόγου μετάληφιν εἶναι, καὶ γάρ,
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preparedness for it beforehand, and it comes into existence in their coming together and actualisa-tion, or, in a quite general way, one set of them have produced and the others come to exist, and what has come to exist only gives a name to the other, but the producer gives the existence? For the father and the son are like this; and the active and the passive have a kind of life and actualisation. Are we then to divide the state of being related in this way, and divide it not as something identical and common in its differentiations, but on the general assumption that the state of relationship is a different nature in each of the two classes, and we are to speak of it equivocally when we say that one kind produces action and affection as α united pair, but the other does not produce, but what produces the relationship in both the related things is something other than them? For instance, equality is the state of relationship which produces equals: for they are equal by equality, and in general same things are the same by some kind of sameness; as for large and small, one is large by the presence of largeness and the other small by the presence of smallness. But when it is a question of larger and smaller, one of the participants is larger by the actualisation of the largeness apparent in him, and the other smaller by the actualisation of the smallness.
9.	We must therefore in the cases mentioned earlier, of the producer and of knowledge for instance, posit that the state of being related is active by reason of the activity of the actual agent and the rational forming principle operative in the activity, and in the other cases that it is a participation in form and rational forming principle. For certainly, if
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εἰ μὲν σώματα ἔδει τὰ ὄντα εἶναι, οὐδὲν ἔδει λέγειν εἶναι ταὑτας τὰς τοῦ πρός τι λεγομένας σχέσεις* εἰ δὲ καὶ ἀσωμάτοις δίδομεν τὴν κυρίαν χώραν καί τοῖς λόγοις λόγους λέγοντες τὰς σχέσεις καί εἰδῶν μεταλήψεις αίτίας—τοῦ γὰρ διπλάσιον εἶναι τὸ διπλάσιον αὐτὸ αἴτιον, τῷ δὲ τὸ ἥμισυ, καὶ τὰ μὲν τῷ αὐτῷ εἵδει, τὰ δὲ τοῖς ἀντικειμένοις εἶναι ἃ λέγεται* ἅμα οὖν τῷδε μὲν προσῆλθε τὸ διπλάσιον, άλλω δὲ τὸ ἥμισυ, καὶ τῷδε μὲν τὸ μέγεθος, τῷδε δὲ ἡ μικρότης, ἡ ἀμφότερά ἐστιν ἐν ἐκαστῳ, καὶ ὁμοιότης καὶ ἀνομοιότης καὶ ὅλως ταὐτὸν καὶ θάτερον διὸ καὶ ὅμοιον καί ἀνόμοιον τὸ αὐτο και ταὐτὸν καὶ θάτερον, τί οὖν, εἰ ὁ μὲν αισχρός, ο δὲ αισχίων είδους τον αυτού μετουσία; ἡ, ει μεν παντάπασιν αισχροί, ἴσοι είδους απουσία■ ει δ εν τῷ μὲν τὸ μάλλον, τῷ δὲ τὸ ἦττον, μεταλήψει είδους ου κρατονντος 6 ἦττον αισχρός, 6 δὲ μάλλον ἔτι μάλλον ον κρατούντας* ἡ τῇ στερήσει, ει τις βούλοιτο την παραβολήν ἔχειν, οἷον είδους αὐτοῖς οντος, αἴσθησις δε είδος τι έζ άμφοΐν, και γνῶσις ωσαύτως εξ αμφοΐν τι είδος* ἡ δὲ ἕξις πρὸς τὸ ἐχόμενον ενέργειά τις οιον σννέχουσα, ᾤσπερ ποίησις τις* η δὲ μέτρησις του 38
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realities had to be bodies, it would be necessary to say that the states which are said to belong to a relation were nothing; but if we give the principal place to incorporeal things and rational principles, saying that the states of relationship are rational principles and participations in forms their causes
....1 for [it is necessary to say] that the double
itself is cause of being double, and for the other [related] thing the half [is cause of its being half]. And some are what they are called by the same form, but others by opposed forms: for the double comes to one thing and the half to another simultaneously, and largeness comes to one thing at the same time as smallness to the other. Or both are in each thing, both likeness and unlikeness and, in a general sense, sameness and otherness. What then is going on if one man is ugly, but another uglier by participation in the same form? Now, if they are altogether ugly, they are equal by the absence of form; but if there is a greater degree of ugliness in one, and a lesser degree in the other, the less ugly is so by participation in a form which is not in control and the more ugly by participation in it when it is still more not in control; or, if one would like to get one’s comparison [in this way, one could do it] by privation, which would be like a kind of form for them. But sense-perception is a kind of form coming from both [the related things] and knowledge in the same way a kind of form from both; but the habitual state in relation to what is possessed by it is a kind of activity which in a way holds it together, like a kind of making; and measuring is an activity of the
1 The apodosis of this sentence is missing.
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25 μετροῦντος ἐνέργεια πρὸς τὸ μετροὑμενον λόγος τις. εἰ μὲν οὖν [ὡς εἶδος]1 γενικώς τὴν τοῦ πρός τι σχέσιν ως εἰδός τις θήσεται, γένος ἐν καὶ ὑπόστασις ὡς Λόγος τις πανταχοῦ· εἰ δὲ οι λόγοι καὶ ἀντι κείμενοι καὶ δι αφοράς ἔχοντες τὰς εἰρημένας, τάχα οὐκ ἂν ἐν γένος εἴη, ἀλλ 30 εἰς ομοιότητά τινα πάντα ἀνάγεται καί κατηγορίαν μίαν, ἀλλ’ εἰ καὶ εἰς ἐν δὑναιτο ἀνάγεσθαι τὰ είμημἐνα, ἀλλ’ εἰς γένος ἐν ἀδὑνατον τὰ ὑπὸ τὴν αὐτὴν κατηγορίαν αντοΐς τεθέντα. καί γὰρ τὰς αποφάσεις αυτών εἰς εν ἀνάγουσι, καί τὰ παρονομαζόμενα ἀπ’ αὐτῶν, οἷον καὶ 35 τὸ διπλάσιον και ο διπλάσιος, πώς αν οὖν ὑφ9 ἕν γένος αὐτό τι καὶ ἡ ἀπόφασις, διπλάσιον καί οὐ διπλάσι ον, και προς τι και ον πρός τι; ὥσπερ ἂν εἰ ζῷόν τις γένος θεὶς καὶ τὸ οὐ ζῷον εκεί τιθείη. καὶ τὸ διπλάσιον καὶ ὁ διπλάσιος ὥσπερ ἡ λευκότης καὶ ὁ λευκὸς, οὐχ ὅπερ τ αυτόν.
10. Τὴν δὲ ποιότητα, ἀφ’ ἧς ὁ λεγόμενος ποιος, δεῖ λαμβάν€ΐν πρώτον τις ουσα τοὺς λεγομένους ποιους παρέχεται, και <(είγ2 μία και ή αὐτὴ κατὰ τὸ κοινόν ταῖς διαφοραΐς τα είδη παρέχεται η, ει πολλαχῶς αι
1	del. Theiler.
2	A3S (ηιιπιημίά Ficinus), Perna.
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measurer which is a rational principle in relation to the measured. If then one is going to consider the state belonging to relation generically as a form, it will be one genus and substantial reality, as there is a rational forming principle in all cases; but if the rational principles are both opposed and have the differences which have been stated, perhaps there would not be one genus, but all relatives are brought back to a certain likeness and a single category. But even if it was possible to bring back all the relatives we have mentioned into one, it would be impossible to bring into a single genus all the things which are grouped under the same category with them. For they bring back into one the denials of the relative terms and the things which derive their name from them, for instance the double and the double-sized man.1 How then could one bring under one genus a thing itself and the denial of it, double and not double, and relative and not relative? It is just as if one made a genus "living being” and put the nonliving being into it. And the double and the doublesized man are like whiteness and the white man, not at all identical.
10.	And as for quality, from which what is called the qualified [or quale] derives, one must first grasp what is its real nature which enables it to produce what are called qualified beings, and whether, being one and the same according to what is common [to all kinds of quality], it produces its species by distinctive differences, or, if qualities are to be under-
1 On άποφάσ€ΐς see Dexippus In Categ. 33. 8-13 (= Aristotle fr. 116 Rose3, p. 106 Ross), παρονομαζόμζνα are defined in Aristotle Categories 1. Ial2.
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5 ποιότητες, οὐχ εν αν εἴη γένος. τί οὖν τὸ κοινόν επί τε ἕξεως καὶ διαθέσεως καὶ παθητικής ποιότητος και σχήματος καί μορφής; καί λεπτόν, παχύ, ισχνόν; ει μεν γὰρ τὸ κοινόν δύναμιν ερονμεν, ή εφαρμόττει καί ταῖς εξεσι καί ταῖς διαθεσεσι καί ταῖς φυσικαϊς δυνάμεσιν, 10 ἀφ’ ἧς το ἔχον δύναται α δύναται, οὐκέτι αἱ άδνναμίαι άρμόσουσιν. ἔπειτα τὸ σχήμα καί ή μορφή ή περί έκαστον πώς δύναμις; εἶτα καὶ τὸ ἂν ἦ ἂν δύναμιν ούδεμίαν εξει, ἀλλ’ ὅταν αὐτῷ προσελθη τὸ ποιὸν. αἱ δὲ ενεργειαι των ουσιών, ὅσαι μάλιστα είσιν ενεργειαι, τὸ 15 ποιου καθ’ αντος ενεργονσαι καί τῶν οικείων δυνάμεων ο είσιν. ἀλλ’ ἆρα κατὰ τὰς ἐπ’ αντος τὰς ουσίας δυνάμεις; οἷον ἡ πνκτική δύναμις ου του ανθρώπου ἦ άνθρωπος, ἀλλὰ τὸ λογικόν* ὧστε οὑ ποιότης τὸ οὕτω λογικόν, άλλα μάλλον δ εξ αρετής κτήσαιτο αν τις* ὥστε ομώνυμον το λογικόν· ώστε εἴη ἂν ἡ ποιότης δύναμις 20 προστιθεΐσα ταΐς ουσίαις μεθ9 αντος το ποιαΐς εἶναι, αι δε διαφοραί αι προς άλλήλας τὰς ουσίας διιστάσαι όμωνύμως ποιότητες, ενεργειαι ουσα ι μάλλον καί λόγοι ή μέρη λόγων, το τί οὐδὲν ἦττον δηλονσαι, καν δοκώσι την ποιαν ουσίαν λέγειν, αι δε ποιότητες αι κυρίως, 25 καθ’ ἃς ποιοι, ας δη λέγομεν δυνάμεις είναι, τὸ κοινόν εἶεν ἂν λόγοι τινες καί οἷον μορφαί, περί τε ψυχήν κάλλη 1
1 The passage of Aristotle under discussion in this chapter is Categories 8. 8b25 ff.
42
ON THE KINDS OF BEING I
stood in many different senses, there would not be one genus of quality. What, then, is the common element in state and disposition and passive quality and figure and shape1? And what about rarefied and solid and lean? For if we are going to say that the common quality is power, which fits states and dispositions and natural powers, from which that which has it has the powers which it has, the incapacities will not fit in any more. Then, how are individual figure and shape power? And further, being qua being will have no power except when the quale comes to it. And the activities of substances, which are activities in the strictest sense, activate what belongs to the quale by themselves, and what they are belongs to their own powers. But does this mean that qualities are according to the powers intrinsic to the essences themselves? For instance, the power of boxing does not belong to man qua man, but rationality does; so that rationality in this sense is not a quality, but rather the rationality which one might acquire from virtue; so "rationality” is equivocal; so that quality would be a power which adds to substances, posterior to their being themselves, the being qualified. But the specific differences which distinguish substances in relation to each other are qualities in an equivocal sense, being rather activities and rational forming principles, or parts of forming principles, making clear what the thing is none the less even if they seem to declare that the substance is of a specific quality. And the qualities in the strict and proper sense, according to which beings are qualified, which we say are powers, would in fact in their general character be a sort of forming principles and, in a sense, shapes, beauties
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καί αΐσχη καί περί σώμα ωσαύτως, ἀλλὰ πώς δυνάμεις πάσαι; κάλλος μὲν γὰρ ἔστω καὶ ὑγίεια εκατέρα, αἶσχος δὲ καί νόσος καί ἀσθένεια και αδυναμία ὅλως; ἡ ὅτι καὶ κατά ταύτας ποιοι λέγονται; ἀλλὰ τί κωλύει λεγομένους ποιους όμωνύμως λέγεσθαι καὶ μὴ καθ’ ἕνα λόγον, καὶ μη μόνον τετραχῶς, ἀλλὰ καὶ καθ’ έκαστον τῶν τεττἀρων τουλάχιστον διχῶς; ῆ πρώτον μὲν οὑ κατὰ τὸ ποίησαι η παθεΐν ἡ ποιότης, ώστε άλλως μὲν τὸ δυνάμενον ποιεΐν, άλλως δὲ τὸ πάσχον; άλλα και την ὑγίειαν κατὰ1 την διἀθεσιν καί τὴν ἔξιν ποιὸν καὶ τὴν νόσον ωσαύτως και την ίσχύν και την ἀσθένειαν. ἀλλ’ εἰ τούτο, οὐκέτι κοινόν ή δύναμις, ἀλλὰ ἄλλο τι δεῖ τὸ κοινόν ζητεῖν, οὐδ’ αὖ λόγους πάσας· πῶς γὰρ ἡ νόσος ή ἐν ἔξει λόγος; ἀλλ’ ἆρα τὰς μὲν ἐν εΐδεσι καὶ δυνάμεσι ποιότητας, ταύτας δὲ στερήσεις; ώστε μὴ ἐν γένος, άλλα εἰς ἐν ὡς μίαν κατηγορίαν, οἷον έπιστήμην μὲν είδος καὶ δύναμιν, ανεπιστημοσύνην δὲ στέρησιν καὶ αδυναμίαν, η μορφή τις και ή αδυναμία'και ή νόσος, καί δύναται δὲ καὶ ποιεῖ πολλά, άλλα φαύλως, καὶ ἡ νόσος καὶ ἡ κακία, η ἔκπτωσις τοῦ σκοπού ουσα πώς δύναμις; η τὸ αὐτῆς έκάστη πράττει ου προς τὸ ὸρθὸν βλέπουσα-ου γὰρ ἂν έποίησέ τι, ο μη δύναται. καί τάκαλλές1 2 δε δύναμιν ἔχει τινος, ἆρ’ οὖν καὶ τὸ τρίγωνον; ἣ ὅλως οὐδὲ πρὸς δύναμιν δεῖ βλέπειν, ἀλλὰ μάλλον προς ο
1	Igal, Η-S2: καί Enn.
2	Igal, H—S2: τό κάλλος Enn.
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and uglinesses in the soul and in the body in the same way. But how can they all be powers? Let us grant that beauty and health are, of both kinds, but how can ugliness and illness and feebleness and in general incapacity be powers? Is it because beings are said to be qualified according to them? But what prevents the term "qualified” from being used equivocally and not according to one definition, and not only in four different senses, but in at least two in the case of each of the four? Now, first of all, is not quality [divided] according to active and passive, so that what is able to act is quality in one sense, and what is passive in another? And further, health determined by disposition and state is a quale, and illness in the same way, and strength and feebleness. But if this is so, power is no longer common [to all quality], but we must look for something else as the common element. Nor, again, are all qualities rational forming principles: for how can illness, a permanent state of illness, be a forming principle? But, then, are those which consist in forms and powers qualities, but these other ones privations? So there is not one genus, but they are brought into one as one category, as for instance knowledge is a form and power, but ignorance is a privation and incapacity. Now incapacity is a sort of shape, and so is illness, and both illness and vice are capable of and do many things, but badly. But when a quality is a missing of the mark, how is it a power? It does its own business, not having the correct end in view: for it would not have done anything which it could not do. And the unbeautiful has some sort of capacity. Well, then, does the triangle? Now in general we ought not evpn to look in the direction of power, but
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50 διακειται· ὧστε κατά τὰς οἷον μορφὰς καί χαρακτήρας, καὶ κοινόν ἡ μορφή και το είδος τὸ ἐπὶ τῇ ουσία μετά τὴν ουσίαν, ἀλλὰ πάλιν πώς αι δυνάμεις; ἡ και ο φύσει πυκτικὸς τῷ διακεισθαί πως ἔχει τοῦτο, και ο αδύνατος προς τι. και ὅλως χαρακτὴρ τις ἡ ποιοτης ουκ 55 ουσιώδης, ο δ’ ἂν τὸ αὐτὸ δοκῇ καὶ εις ουσίαν συμβάλλεσθαι καὶ εἰς μὴ ουσίαν, οἷον θερμοτης και λ€υκότης και ὅλως χρόα* τὸ μὲν τῆς ουσίας άλλο, οἷον ἐνέργεια αυτής, το δὲ δευτέρως καὶ ἀπ’ εκείνου και άλλο ἐν αλλω, εἴδωλον αυτού και δμοιον. ἀλλ ει κατα 60 τὴν μόρφωσιν και χαρακτήρα και λόγον, πώς τα κατά αδυναμίαν και αίσχη; ή λόγους ἀτελεῖς λεκτέον, οἷον ἐν τῷ αίσχρώ. και ἐν τῇ νόσῳ πώς 6 λόγος; ή και ενταύθα λόγον κινοὑμενον τὸν τῆς ὐγιείας. ἦ οὐκ ἐν λόγω πάντα, αλλά άρκ€ΐ τὸ κοινόν παρά το πως διακεῖσθαι εἶναι 1
1 Plotinus seems to be here concerned to exclude any recourse to the "negative Forms” which undoubtedly appear in Plato, but have generally been an embarrassment to Platonists: he explicitly denies their existence in V. 9,10. On negative Forms in Plato see W. D. Ross Plato*s Theory of Ideas (Oxford 1951) 167-9. Plotinus’ "theory of ideas” is of exactly the kind which Ross suggests on p. 169: "It might be possible for a theory of Ideas to dispense with an Idea of evil and with Ideas of its species, and to explain all evil in
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rather to what [a quality] is disposed; so that quality is a matter of what one might call shapes and characteristics, and shape is the common element, and the form on the substance which is posterior to the substance. But again, how are there the powers? The natural boxer has this ability of his by being disposed in a certain way, and so does the man who is incapable of something. And in general quality is a kind of non-substantial characteristic; it is something which seems to be the same and to contribute both to substance and to non-substance, heat, for instance, and whiteness and in general colour: that which belongs to substance is one thing, a kind of activity of the substance, but that which does not has a secondary status, and derives from that other and is one thing in another, an image of it and like it. But if quality corresponds to shaping and characteristic and rational forming principle, what about the cases of incapacity and ugliness? They must be said to be incomplete forming principles, as in the ugly. And how is the forming principle in illness? Here too we must speak about a disturbed forming principle, that of health.1 Or perhaps all are not contained in rational forming principle, but the sufficient common element [of quality] is, besides being disposed in a particular way, being outside substance, and the
the sensible world as due to the fact that the relation of the phenomenal to the ideal is never one of perfect instantiation but always one of imitation which falls short of its pattern.” Plotinus’ close friend and colleague Amelius, however, took a different view, perhaps closer to Plato’s own. He postulated Forms of Evils (Asclepius In Nic. Arithm. 44. 3-5 p. 32 Taran; cp. Proclus Platonic Theology I. £1 p. 98 Saffrey-Westerink).
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ἔῶμθεν τῆς ουσίας, καί τὸ ἐπιγιγνόμενον μετὰ τὴν ουσίαν ποιότης του υποκείμενου, τὸ δὲ τρίγωνον ποιότης τού ἐν ῴ, οὐχ απλώς τρίγωνον, άλλα τὸ ἐν τούτῳ καὶ καθόσον ὲμόρφωσεν. ἀλλὰ καὶ ἡ ἀνθρωπότης ἐμόρφωσεν; ἡ οὐσίωσεν.
11.	Ἀλλ’ εἰ ταῦτα οὕτως, διἀ τί πλείω εἴδη ποιότητος, καὶ ἕξεις καὶ διαθέσεις ἄλλο; οὐ γὰρ διαφορὰ ποιότητος τὸ μόνιμον και το μή, ἀλλ’ ἀρκεἳ ἡ διάθεσις ὁπωσοῦν ἔχουσα πρὸς τὸ παρασχέσθαι ποιόν’ προσθήκη δ’ ἔὑμθεν τὸ μένειν εἰ μή τις λέγοι τὰς μὲν διαθέσεις μόνον ἀτελεῖς οἷον μορφάς, τὰς δὲ ἕ£εις τελείας, ἀλλ’ εἰ ἀτελεῖς, οὔπω ποιότητάς- εἰ 5’ ἡδη ποιότητες, προσθήκη τὸ μόνιμον, αι δὲ φυσικαι δυνάμεις πῶς ἕτερον εἶδος; εἰ μὲν γὰρ κατὰ τὰς δυνάμεις ποιότητες, οὐκ ἐφαρμόττει πάσαις το της δυνάμεως, ὡς εἴρηται* ει δε τῷ διακ€ΐσθαι τον φύσει πυκτικόν ποιόν λέγομεν, οὐδὲν ἡ δύναμις προστεθεῖσα ποιεί, ἐπεὶ καὶ ἐν ταῖς ἕ|εσι δύναμις, ἔπειτα διὰ τί ὁ κατά δύναμιν του κατά Επιστήμην διοίοει; ἡ εἰ ποιοι, οὐδὲ διαφοραι ποιότητος αΰται, εἰ ὁ μὲν μελετήσας €χοι, 6 δὲ φὑσει. ἀλλ’ ἔὑμθεν ἡ διαφορά’ κατ αυτό δὲ τὸ εἶδος τῆς πυκτικής πώς; και εἰ αἰ μὲν ἐκ πάθους, αι δε οὔ* οὐ γὰρ ὡιαφέρει ὁπόθεν ἡ ποιότης’ λόγω δὲ 48
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quality of the substrate is what comes upon it posterior to the substance. But the triangle is a quality of that in which it is, not simply and solely a triangle, but the triangle which is in this thing and in so far as it has shaped this thing. But did manhood also shape? Rather, it gave substance.
11.	But if all this is so, why are there several species of quality, and why is there a difference between state and disposition? For there is no specific difference of quality involved in persistence and non-persistence, but any kind of disposition is sufficient to make something a quale; and persisting is an external addition; unless someone says that dispositions are only incomplete sort of shapes, but states are complete ones. But if they are incomplete, they are not yet qualities; but if they are already qualities, persistence is an addition. But how are natural powers another species [of quality]? For if they are qualities because of the powers, the power-characteristic does not fit all of them, as has been said; but if we say that the natural boxer is qualified by being so disposed, then the addition of "power” does nothing, since there is power in states also. Then why will [the boxer] by natural power differ from the [boxer] by knowledge? If they are both [pugilistically] qualified, these differences are not specific differences of quality, if one is a boxer by practice and one by nature, but the difference is external. But how [are they to be differentiated] in relation to the very form of boxing? And [the difference is external again] if some qualities derive from being affected, but others not: for the source of the quality does not make a specific difference; but what I an) talking about is differentiation by vari-
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ποιότητος παραλλαγαΐς καὶ διαφοραῖς. ἐχοι δ’ ἂν ζήτησιν και. εἰ ἐκ πάθους αΐδε, αἱ μὲν όντως, αι δὲ μὴ 20 τῶν αὐτῶν, πῶς ἐν είδει τῷ αὐτῷ* καὶ εἰ αἱ μὲν τῷ γεγονέναι, αἱ δὲ τῷ ποιεῖν, ὁμωνύμως ἂν εἶεν. τί δὲ ἡ περὶ ἑκαστον μορφὴ; εἰ μὲν γὰρ καθὸ είδος ἐστιν έκαστον, οὐ ποιὸν* εἰ δὲ καθὸ καλὸν μετὰ τὸ τοῦ ὑποκειμένου εἶδος ἡ αισχρόν, λόγον αν ἐχοι. τὸ δὲ τραχύ 25 καὶ τὸ λεῖον καὶ τὸ αραιόν και τὸ πυκνόν οὐκ ὀρθῶς ἂν λέγοιτο ποία; οὐ γὰρ δὴ ταῖς διαστάσεσι ταῖς ἀπ’ ἀλλήλων καί ὑτῷλ1 ἐγγὺς τὸ μανὸν καὶ τὸ πυκνόν και τραχντης, και ου πανταχοῦ ἐ£ ανωμαλίας θέσεως καὶ ὁμαλότητος· εἰ δὲ καὶ ἐκ τούτων, οὐδὲν κωλύει και ως ποια είναι, τὸ δὲ κούφον και βαρύ γνωσθεν δηλώσει, 30 ὅπου δεῖ αὐτὰ θεΐναι. εἴη δ’ ἂν καὶ ομωνυμία περί το κούφον, ει μη τω σταθμω λεγοιτο τον πλείονος και ελάττονος, εν φ και τὸ ἴσχνὸν καὶ λεπτόν, ο εν ἄλλω εἵδει παρὰ τὰ τέτταρα.
12.	Ἀλλ’ εἰ μη οΰτω τις ἀξιώσειε τὸ ποιόν διαιρεΐν, τινι αν διέλοι; επισκεπτεον οὖν, εἰ δεῖ τὰς μεν σώματος ι p3s (_ picinus), Sleeman, Brehier, Theiler: τό Enn.
1A critical reference to the discussion of "passive” qualities in Aristotle Categories 8. 9a35-bll.
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ations and specific differences of quality. But there would also be room for enquiry how qualities are members of the same species if these particular ones derive from being affected, some in this way, but others not even belonging to the same things; and if some [derive from being affected] by coming into being, but others by producing [the affection], they would be called qualities equivocally.1 And what about the shape of each individual thing? For if this is meant in the sense in which each thing is form, the thing is not [in this sense] a quale; but if it is meant in the sense in which a thing is beautiful or ugly in a way posterior to the form of its substrate, there would be some sense in it. And would not the rough and the smooth and the .rare and the dense be correctly called qualia? For it is certainly not by the distances [of the parts] from each other or their nearness that something is subtle or dense or there is roughness, and it is not everywhere the result of the irregularity or regularity of the position [of the parts]; and even if these were their origins, nothing prevents them even so from being qualia. And knowledge of light and heavy will reveal where one ought to put them. But there might be an ambiguity about "light” if it is not used in the sense of more and less weight, since it has in it the idea of "lean” and "fine”, which is in another species besides the four.2
12.	But if one does not think it proper to divide the quale in this way, in what way could one divide it? We should consider, then, if we ought to say that some qualities belong to the body and some to the
2 There seems to be a reference here to Andronicus, who according to Simplicius In Categ. 8, 263. 19-22 made a special genus for Λἐπτον, παχύ etc.
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λέγοντα, τὰς δὲ ψυχῆς, του δὲ σώματος μεριζειν κατα τὰς αισθήσεις, τὰς μὲν ὄψει νέμοντα,1 τὰς δ’ ἀκοῇ ἡ γεὑσει. ἄλλας ὁσφρήσει ἡ ἀφῇ. τὰς δὲ τῆς ψυχῆς πῶς; επιθυμητικού,	θυμοειδούς,	λογιστικού. ἡ ταῖς
διαφοραΐς τῶν ενεργειών, αι γίνονται κατ’ αὐτάς, ὅτι γεννητικαί αὗται τούτων, ἡ τῷ ωφελίμῳ και βλαβερὸς καὶ πάλιν διαιρετεον τὰς ωφελείας καὶ τας βλαβας. τα αυτά δε και ἐπὶ τῶν σωματικών τω ποιεῖν διάφορα η τω ωφελίμῳ και βλαβερὸς οίκεΐαι γὰρ διαφοραι ποιότητος. ἡ γὰρ δοκεῖ ἡ ωφέλεια και το βλαβος α πο της ποιότητος και ποιού η ζητητέον τροπον άλλον. ἐπισκεπτέον δέ, πῶς καὶ ὁ ποιος 6 κατά την ποιότητα εν τη αὐτῇ ἔσται* οὐ γὰρ δὴ ἐν γένος ἀμφοῖν, και ει ο πυκτικὸς ἐν ποιότητι, πῶς οὐ καὶ ὁ ποιητικός; και ει τούτο, και το ποιητικόν ώστε οὐδὲν δεἷ εἰς το πρός τι τὸ ποιητικόν οὐδ’ αὖ τὸ παθητικόν, ει 6 παθητικός ποιός. και ίσως βελτιον ενταύθα 6 ποιητικός, ει κατά δύναμιν λέγεται, ή δε δύναμις ποιότης, εἰ δὲ κατ’ ουσίαν ή δύναμις η τις δύναμις, οὐδ’ οὕτω πρός τι οὐδὲ ποιόν έτι. ουδέ γὰρ ὡς τὸ μεῖζον τὸ ποιητικόν* τὸ γὰρ μεῖζον την ύπόστασιν, καθὸ μεΐζον, προς το έλαττον, τὸ δὲ ποιητικόν τω τοιόνδε εἶναι ἡδη. ἀλλ’ ἴσως κατὰ μὲν τὸ τοιόνδε ποιόν, ῄ δὲ δύναται εις άλλο ποιητικόν
1 Igal, H—Sr2: λέγοντα Enin: δίδοντα Theiler, H—S1.
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soul, and classify the bodily ones according to the senses, allotting some to sight and some to hearing or taste, and others to smell or touch. But how are we to classify those of the soul? As belonging to the appetitive, emotional or rational part. Or by the differences of the activities which occur in accordance with them, because these qualities are such as to produce these activities. Or by helpfulness and harmfulness; and again one must divide the helps and the harms. But the same grounds of differentiation apply to bodily qualities, by doing different things or by helpfulness and harmfulness: for these are proper differences of quality. For one either thinks that help and harm come from quality and the quale or one must adopt a different method of investigation. But we must consider also how the qualified by the quality is in the same category [as the quality]: for there is certainly not one genus for both. And if the boxer is in the category of quality, why not also the doer and maker? And if this is so, then also the ability to do and make; so that there is no need to refer doing to the relative, nor again the ability to be affected [by the doing] if the one who is affected is qualified [by the doing]. And perhaps the doer and maker is better placed here, if he is called so in regard of power, and power is quality. But if power, or any power, appertains to substance, it is not in this way either a relative, and not, furthermore, a quale. For ability to do is not like more: for the more has its reality, in so far as it is more, in relation to the less, but ability to do by being such as it is already. But perhaps it is a quale by being such as it is, but in so far as it has power directed to something else^it is called ability to do as a relative.
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25 λεγόμενον προς τι. διὰ τί οὖν οὑ καὶ ὸ πυκτικὸς πρός τι, καὶ ἡ πνκτική αυτή; προς ἄλλον γαρ ολως η πυκτικη" καί γαρ οὐδὲν αὐτῆς θεώρημα, ὃ μὴ πρὸς ἄλλο. καὶ περί τῶν ἄλλων δὲ τεχνών ἡ τῶν πλεἴστων ἐπισκεπτέον και λεκτέον ἴσως* ἦ μὲν διατιθεῖοι τὴν ψυχήν, ποιότητες, ἦ 30 δὲ ποιοῦσι, ποιητικαι καί κατά τούτο προς άλλον και προς τι* ἐπεὶ καὶ άλλον τρόπον πρός τι, καθο εξεις λέγονται, ἆρ’ οὖν ἄλλη τις ὑπόστασις κατά το ποιητικόν τον “ποιητικόν” οὐκ άλλου τινος οντος η καθόσον ποιόν; τάχα μεν γαρ άν τις ἐπὶ τῶν εμψύχων 35 καὶ ἔτι μάλλον ἐπὶ τῶν προαίρεσιν εχόντων τω νενευκεναι προς το ποιεΐν1 ύπόστασιν εἶναι καὶ κατά το ποιητικόν· ἐπὶ δὲ τῶν αψύχων δυνάμεων, ἃς ποιότητας ειπομεν, τί τὸ ποιητικόν; ή όταν συντύχη αὐτῷ άλλο, απόλαυσε και μετελαβε2 παρ’ εκείνου οὖ ἔχει. εἰ δὲ το αὐτὸ καὶ ποιεῖ εἰς ἄλλο καὶ πάσχει, πώς ἔτι το 40 ποιητικόν; ἐπεὶ καὶ τὸ μεΐζον τρίπηχν ον καθ9 αυτό και μεῖζον καὶ ἔλαττον ἐν τῇ συντυχία τῇ πρὸς ἄλλο. ἀλλ’ ἐρει τις τὸ μεΐζον και τὸ ἔλαττον μεταλήψει μεγέθους και μικρότητος* ἡ καί τούτο μεταλήψει ποιητικού και παθητικού, ζητητέον δὲ καί ενταύθα και ει αι τῇδε
1	Kirchhoff (αᾶ faciendum Ficinus): ποιον Enn.
2	UF3mg ( = Ficinus), Creuzer: μετἐβαλε wBxC, H-S.
1 This is common Platonic doctrine: cp. Phaedo 100E5-6. But Plotinus is anxious, as appears in what follows, that it should not be interpreted in a way which asserts that there
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Why then is not the boxer relative, and boxing itself? For boxing is altogether directed to somebody else: for certainly there is no part of the art which is not other-directed. And perhaps we should consider and speak of the other arts, or most of them, like this: in so far as they dispose the soul, they are qualities, but in so far as they do or make they belong to the category of doing and making, and in this way are other-directed and relative; since they are also relative in another way, in that they are called states. Is there then another reality of the doer and maker, according to its ability to do and make, when it is not another thing than it is in so far as it is a quale? Perhaps in the case of living things, and still more those which .have the power of choice, one might say that there is a reality in them also according to their capacity to do and make, because of their inclination to act so; but in the case of lifeless powers, which we call qualities, why bring in doing and making? Now, whenever a thing encounters another, it gets something from it and takes a share from that other of what it has. But if the same thing both acts on and is affected by something else, how is doing and making still there? Since the more also is three cubits long in itself and is more or less on the occasions when it meets something else. But someone will say that the greater and the less are so by participation in largeness and smallness1; so this [acting on and being affected] will also be by participation in activity and passivity. But one must
are Forms of qualities, and contradicts his own doctrine that there are no qualities in the intelligible world, but what we call qualities here below are activities of substances therp. See II. 6 and VI. 2.14.
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45 ποιότητες καὶ α ἱ ἐκεἳ ὑφ’ ἐν* τοῦτο δὲ πρὸς τοὺς τιθέμενους κἀκει* ἡ κἂν μὴ εἴδη τις διδῷ, ἀλλὰ νοῦν λέγω ν εἰ ἔξιν λέγοι. ἡ κοινόν τι ἐπ’ ἐκείνης καὶ ταὑτης τῆς ὲξεως* καὶ σοφία δὲ συγχωρεῖται. ἡ εἰ ομώνυμος προς την ενταύθα, οὐκ ἡρίθμηται δηλονότι ἐν τοὑτοις* 50 εἰ δὲ συνωνύμως, ἔσται τὸ ποιόν κοινόν ενταύθα κάκ€Ϊ, εἰ μη τις τάκ€ΐ λόγοι πάντα ουσίας· καὶ τὸ νοεῖν τοίνυν. ἀλλὰ τοῦτο κοινόν και προς τὰς αλλας κατηγορίας, [ἡ] 1 εἰ τὸ διττόν ὧδε κάκ€ΐ, η ύφ’ ἐν ἄμφω.
13.	Περὶ δὲ τοῦ ποτὲ ὧδε ἐπισκεπτέον εἰ τὸ χθες καὶ αύριον και πέρυσι καί τα τοιαϋτα μέρη χρόνου, διά τί οὐκ ἐν τῷ αὐτῷ ἔσται καὶ ταῦτα, ἐν ῴπερ καὶ ὁ χρόνος; ἐπεὶ καὶ τὸ ἦν καὶ τὸ ἔστι καὶ τὸ ἔσται, εἴδη 5 ὄντα χρόνου, δίκαιον δήπου ἐν ῴ ὁ χρόνος τετάχθαι. λέγεται δὲ τοῦ ποσού ὁ χρόνος■ ώστε τί δεῖ κατηγορίας άλλης; εἰ δὲ λέγοιεν ὡς οὑ μόνον χρόνος τὸ ἦν καὶ ἔσται,
1	del. Kirchhoff. 1 2
1Α Peripatetic would deny the Forms, but admit a transcendent incorporeal Νους and σοφία (which Plotinus, as usual, interprets in his own way).
2	In ch. 5 Plotinus makes it clear that time is not quantity, though definite lengths of time are quanta; cp. also VI. 3. 11. His doctrine of time in this treatise is by no means as developed and carefully thought out as it is in the
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enquire here also if the qualities here and those in the intelligible world come under one genus: this is directed to those who posit qualities in the intelligible world as well; or even if someone does not grant that there are Forms, all the same when he speaks of intelligence,1 if he is speaking of a state, he certainly [implies that there is] something common to the state in the intelligible world and this one here; and it is agreed that there is wisdom. Now if the term "wisdom” is used of it equivocally in relation to the wisdom here below, it is clearly not counted among the things of this world; but if it is used univocally then the quale will be common to both worlds, unless someone says that all the things in the intelligible world .belong to the category of substance; in which case being intelligent will be substance there too. But this is a general question about the other categories as well, whether there are two genera here and there, or whether both fall under one.
13.	About the "when” we must enquire in this way: if the "yesterday” and "to-morrow” and "last year” and such are parts of time, why are not these also in the same genus in which time is too? Since it is surely right that the "was” and the "is” and the "will be”, being parts of time, should be classed in the same genus in which time is. But time is said to belong to the quantum2: so what need is there of another category? But if they were to say that it is not only time that the "was” and the '"will be”
treatise which follows On The Kinds of Being in Porphyry’s chronological order, III. 7 (45) On Eternity and Time, perhaps written because Plotinus did not feel that he had dealt with time adequately in On The Kinds of Being.
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καὶ τὸ χθὲς και πέρυσι, τὰ ὑπὸ τὸ ἦν—ὑποβεβλῆσθαι γὰρ δεἷ ταῦτα τῷ ἦν—ἀλλ’ οὖν1 οὐ μόνον χρόνος, ἀλλὰ ποτὲ χρόνος, πρώτον μὲν ἔσται, εἰ τὸ “ποτὲ χρόνος ”, χρόνος* ἔπειτα, εἰ χρόνος παρεληλυθὼς τὸ χθές, σύνθετον τι ἔσται, εἰ ἕτερον τὸ παρεληλυθὸς καὶ ἕτερον ὁ χρόνος* δύο οὖν κατηγορία ι και οὐχ άπλούν. εἰ δὲ τὸ ἐν χρόνω φησουσι το ποτέ εἶναι, ἀλλ’ οὐ χρόνον, τοῦτο τὸ ἐν χρόνω εἰ μὲν τὸ πράγμα λέγουσιν, οἷον Σωκράτης ὅτι πέρυσιν ἦν, ὁ μὲν Σωκράτης ἔξωθεν ἂν εἴη, καὶ οὐχ ἐν τι λέγουσιν, ἀλλὰ Σωκράτης η ἡ πρᾶξις ἐν τοντω τω χρόνω τί αν ειη ἡ ἐν μέρει τοῦ χρόνον; εἰ δ’ ὅτι μέρος χρόνου λέγουσι, καὶ καθότι μέρος άζιοϋσι μη χρόνον ἁπλῶς τι λέγειν, ἀλλὰ μέρος χρόνου παρεληλυθός, πλείω ποιούσι, και το μέρος ἦ μέρος προς τι ον προσλαμβάνουσι. και το παρεληλυθὸς ἐγκείμενον τί αὐτοῖς ἔσται ἡ τὸ αὐτὸ τῷ ἦν, ὃ ἦν είδος χρόνον; ἀλλ’ εἰ τῷ αόριστον μὲν εἶναι τὸ ἦν, τὸ δὲ χθὲς καὶ τὸ πέρυσιν ώρίσθαι, πρώτον μὲν τὸ ἦν ποῦ τάξομεν; ἔπειτα τὸ χθὲς ἔσται “ἦν ώρισμένον”, ὥστε ἔσται ώρισμένος χρόνος το χθες* τούτο δὲ ποσός τις χρόνος* ὥστε, εἰ χρόνος ποσόν, ποσόν ώρισμένον έκαστον τούτων ἔσται, εἰ δέ, ὅταν λέγω σι χθές, τούτο λέγομεν, ὡς ἐν χρόνω παρεληλυθότι ώρισμένω γέγονε τόδε, ἔτι πλείω καὶ μάλλον λέγουσιν ἔπειτα, εἰ δει ἐπεισάγειν άλλας κατηγορίας τω €T€pov ἐν ἑτέρῳ ποιεῖν, ὡς ἐνταῦθα τὸ ἐν χρόνω, άλλας πολλὸς
1 R2mg (iiyquam Ficinus): om. Enn.
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are, and the "yesterday” and "last year”—for these must be classed under the "was”—but (as was just said) not only time but some time, then, first of all, if it is "some time” it will be time: then, if the "yesterday” is time past, it will be something composite, if past is one thing and time is another: two categories, then, and not something single and simple. But if they are going to assert that what is when is that which is in time, but not time, if they mean by this "in time” the state of affairs, for example that Socrates was last year, the "Socrates” would be brought in from outside, and they are not talking about one thing. But what would Socrates or the affair in this particular time be except in a part of time? But if because they say "a part of time”, and in that it is a part claim that they are not saying that something is simply time, but a past part of time, they are making still more, and are adding on the part qua part, which is a relative. And will the past be for them either something included in or the same as the "was”, which was a part of time? But if [they make their distinction] because the "was” is indefinite, but the "yesterday” and the "last year” are defined, first of all, where are we going to class the "was”? Since the "yesterday” will be a "definite was”, so that the "yesterday” will be a definite time; but this is a time of a certain quantity: so that, if time is a quantum, each of these will be a definite quantum. But if, whenever they say "yesterday”, we take this to mean that this particular thing happened in a past definite time, they are mentioning still more and more things; then, if one must introduce other categories by putting one thing in another, as in this case what is in time, we shall discover many others
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ανευρήσομεν ἀπὸ τοῦ ποιεῖν ἄλλο ἐν άλλω. λεχθήσεται δὲ σαφέστερον ἐν τοις ὲξῆς τοῖς περὶ τού πού.
14.	Τὸ δὲ πού, ἐν Ανκίω καί ἐν ’Ακαδημία, ή μὲν οὖν 3Ακαδημία και τὸ Λύκιον πάντως τόποι και μέρη τόπου, ὥσπερ τὸ ἄνω καὶ τὸ κάτω και το ώδι εἴδη ἡ μέρη* διαφέρει δέ, ὅτι ἀφωρισμένως μάλλον, εἰ οὖν τὸ 5 ἄνω καὶ τὸ κάτω και το μέσον τόποι, οἷον Δελφοί τὸ μέσον, και το παρά το μέσον, οἷον Ἀθῆναι καὶ Λύκιον δὴ καὶ τἀ ἄλλα, τί δεῖ παρὰ τὸν τόπον ζητεῖν ἡμᾶς καί ταῦτα λέγοντας τόπον ἐφ’ ἑ κάστον τούτων σημαίνειν; εἰ δὲ ἄλλο ἐν ἄλλῳ λέγομεν, οὐχ ἐν λέγομεν οὐδὲ άπλούν 10 λέγομεν. έπειτα, εἰ τοῦτον ἐνταῦθα λέγομεν, σχέσιν τινα γεννῶμεν τοῦδε ἐν τῷδε καί τοῦ δεξαμένου πρὸς ὃ ἐδέξατο· διὰ τί οὖν οὐ πρός τι, εἰ ἐκ τῆς έκατέρον προς έκάτβρον σχέσεως ἀπεγεννήθη τι; εἶτα ἡγίλ 1 διαφέρει τὸ ὧδε τοῦ ’ Αθήνησιν; άλλα το ὧδε τὸ δεκτικόν τόπον 15 φήσουσι σημαίνειν ώστε καὶ τὸ 3Αθήνησιν' ώστε τοῦ τόπου τὸ ’Αθήνησιν. εἶτα, εἰ τὸ 3Αθήνησι τοῦτο ἐστι τὸ “ἐν Ἀθήναις ἐστί”, πρὸς τῷ τόπῳ καὶ τὸ ἔστι προσκατηγορειται* δει δὲ οὔ· ὥσπερ ουδὲ τὸ “ποιότης ἐστίν”, ἀλλὰ τὸ “ποιότης’’μόνον. προς δὲ τοὑτοις, εἰ τὸ
1 Creuzer.
6ο
ON THE KINDS OF BEING I
from putting one thing in another. But this will be explained more clearly in the next discussion about the "where”.
14.	The "where”, in the Lyceum and in the Academy. Now Academy and Lyceum are in every sense places, and parts of place, just as the "above” and the *''here” are species or parts of place; the difference is only that Academy and Lyceum are more closely demarcated. If then the "above” and the "below” and the "middle” are places, Delphi, for instance, the middle,1 and also the "to one side of middle”, Athens and the Lyceum and the rest, for instance, why do we have to look for anything besides place, especially when we say that when we mention each and every one of them we are indicating a place? But if we are talking about one thing in another we are not talking about one thing and are not talking about anything simple either. Then further, when we say that this man is here, we are generating a relational state, of this man in this place and of the receptacle to what it receives: why then is there not a relation, if something was produced from the relatedness of one thing to the other? Then why is "here” different from "at Athens”? But they will assert that "here” signifies that which declares place; therefore so does "at Athens”: so that "at Athens” belongs to place. Then, if this "in Athens” means "is in Athens”, the "is” category is added to that of place; but it ought not to be added: just as one does not say "quality is”, but only "quality”. And, over and above all this, if what is in
1 The όμφαλός, the navel-stone at Delphi, was in Greek tradition the central point of the earth.
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20 ἐν χρόνω ἄλλο καὶ τὸ ἐν τόπῳ ἄλλο παρά χρόνον καὶ τόπον, διὰ τί οὐ καὶ τὸ ἐν ἀγγεὰρ άλλην κατηγορίαν ποιήσει, καὶ τὸ ἐν ὕλη άλλο, και τὸ ἐν ὐποκειμένῳ άλλο, καί το ἐν όλῳ μέρος καὶ τὸ ὅλον ἐν μέρεσι. καὶ γένος εν ειδεσι καὶ εἶδος ἐν γένει; καὶ οὕτως ήμΐν πλείους αἱ κατηγορίαι ἔσονται.
15.	Ἐν δὲ τῷ ποιεῖν λεγομένῳ τάδ’ ἄν τις ἐπισκέψαιτο. λέγεται γάρ· ὡς, ἐπεὶ μετὰ τὴν ουσίαν τα 7τερί την ουσίαν ἦν ποσότης καὶ αριθμός, τὸ ποσόν γένος έτερον ἦν, καὶ ποιότητος οΰσης περὶ αυτήν άλλο γένος 5 τὸ ποιόν, οϋτω και ποιήσεως οΰσης άλλο γένος το ποιεῖν, ἆρ’ οὖν τὸ ποιεῖν ἡ ἡ ποίησις, ἀφ’ ἦς τὸ ποιεῖν, ὧσπερ καὶ ποιότης, ἀφ’ ἧς τὸ ποιόν; η ένταύθα ποίησις, ποιεῖν, ποιων, η ποΐ€ΐν καί ποίησις εἰς ἐν ληπτέα; εμφαίνει δὲ μάλλον το ποιεῖν καὶ τὸν ποιοΰντα, ή δὲ 10 ποίησις οὔ* καὶ τὸ ποιείν ἐν ποίησαι εἶναι τινι, τούτο δὲ ἐνεργείᾳ. ώστε ἐνέργειαν μάλλον εἶναι την κατηγορίαν, η περὶ τὴν ουσίαν1 λέγεται θεωρεῖσθαι, ὡς ἐκεῖ ποιότης, καὶ ἀείγ2 αὐτὴ περὶ τὴν ουσίαν ὥσπερ
1	περί την ουσίαν del. Theiler, H—S1.
2	Igal, Η-ξ>2.
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time is something else besides time and what is in place is something else besides place, why will not what is in a pot make another category, and why is not what is in matter something else, and what is in a substrate something else, and the part in the whole and the whole in the parts, and the genus in the species and the species in the genus? And so we shall have more categories.
15.	But in what is called "acting” [or doing and making]1 these are the points which one would enquire into. For it is said that, since after substance there were the accompaniments of substance, quantity and number, the quantum was another genus, and because quality accompanies substance the quale was another genus; so, since there is activity, acting is another genus. Is the genus then the acting or the activity from which the acting comes, just like the quality from which the quale comes? Or in this case are activity, acting and the agent, or acting and activity, to be included in one genus? But acting indicates more clearly that there is also the agent, but activity does not; and acting is in some kind of activity, that is, of active actuality. So would active actuality rather be the category, which is said to be observed as an accompaniment of substance, like quality in the other case? And [is there a question] whether active actuality is an accompaniment of substance just like movement? And the movement of
1 ττοΐ€ϊν and ἐνἐργεια present considerable difficulties to the translator. "Doing and making” and "active actuality” go some way towards bringing out the full range of meaning of the two words, but are too cumbersome to use continually and not always necessary. Various more or less unsatisfactory compromises will be detected in what follows.
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κίνησις, και ἐν γένος ἡ κίνησις των οντων. διὰ τί γὰρ ποιότης μὲν ἐν τι περὶ την ουσίαν, καὶ ποσότης ἐν τι, 15 καὶ πρός τι διὰ την σχέσιν άλλου προς άλλο, κινήσεως δὲ περί την ουσίαν οΰσης ούκ ίσται τι και κίνησις ἐν γένος;
16.	Εἰ δέ τις λἐγοι την κ ίνη σ ι ν ἀτελῆ i ν € ρ γ € ι α ν εἶναι, οὐδὲν ἑκώλυε τὴν μὲν ἐνέργειαν προτάττ€ΐν, εἶδος δὲ τὴν κίνησιν ως ἀτελῆ οὖα αν ύποβάλλειν, κατηγορούντά γε αυτής την ἐνέργειαν, 5 προστιθίντα δὲ τὸ ἀτελές. τὸ γὰρ ἀτελὲς λέγεται περὶ αυτής, οὐχ οτ ι οὐδὲ ἐνέργεια, ἀλλὰ ἐνέργεια μὲν πάντως, ἔχει δὲ και τὸ πάλιν και πάλιν, οὐχ ἵνα άφικηται εἰς ἐνέργειαν—ἔστι γὰρ ἡδη—ἀλλ’ ἵνα ὲργάσηταί τι, ὃ ἕτερον ἐστι μετ’ αυτήν, και ούκ αυτή τελειοῦται τότε, ἀλλὰ τὸ πράγμα ου ἐστοχάζετο* οἷον 10 βάδισις ἐζ αρχής βάδισις ἦν. εἰ δ’ ἔδει στάδιον διανύσαι, οὔπω δὲ ἦν διανύσας, το ἐλλεῖπον οὐ τῆς βαδίοεως οὐδὲ τῆς κινήσεως ἦν, ἀλλὰ τῆς ποσής βαδίοεως* βάδισις δὲ ἦν καὶ όποσηοΰν και κίνησις ήδη* ὸ γοῦν κινούμενος καὶ ἡδη Κ€κίνηται, και 6 τέμνων ήδη ἔτεμε. καὶ ὡς ἡ 15 Αεγομένη ἐνἐργεια οὑ δεῖται χρόνου, ούτως οὐδ’ ἡ κίνησις, ἀλλ’ ἡ εἰς τοσοῦτον κίνησις* καὶ εἰ ἐν άχρόνω ή ἐνἐργεια, καὶ ἡ κίνησις ἦ ὅλως κίνησις, εἰ δ’ ὅτι τὸ 1
1 The reference here is to the "Platonic Category” of the intelligible world κίνησις (Plato Sophist 254D); see VI. 2.7-8.
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real beings is one genus.1 For why is quality one single accompaniment of substance, and quality one, and the relative one because of the state of relatedness of one thing to another, but, when movement is an accompaniment of substance, will movement also not be a single genus?
16.	But if someone were to say that movement was an incomplete active actuality,2 nothing would prevent us from giving active actuality the priority and subordinating movement to it as a species as being incomplete, making its category active actuality, but adding the "incomplete”. For the "incomplete” is said about it, not because it is not also active actuality, but it is altogether active actuality, but has also the "over and Over again”, not that it may arrive at active actuality—it is that already, but that it may do something, which is another thing subsequent to itself. And then [when it does do it] it is not itself brought to completion, but the business which was its object: walking, for instance, was walking from the beginning. But if one had to complete a lap, and had not yet arrived at the point of having completed it, what was lacking would not belong to walking or movement, but to walking a certain distance; but it was already walking, however short the walk was, and movement: for certainly the man who is in motion has already moved, and the man who is cutting, cut already. And just as what is called active actuality does not need time, so neither does movement, but [only] movement to a certain extent; and if active actuality is in timelessness, so is movement in that it is in a general way
2 This is Aristotle’s doctrine. See Physics Γ 2. 201b31-32; Metaphysics fc 9.1066a20-21.
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συνεχές προσλαβούσα πάντως ἐν χρόνω, καί ἡ ὅρασις μὴ διαλείπουσα τὸ όράν ἐν συνεχεία ἂν εἴη καὶ ἐν χρόνω. 20 μαρτυρεί δὲ τοὑτῳ καὶ ἡ ἀλογία1 ἡ λέγουσα ἀεὶ οἷόν τε εἶναι λαμβάνειν ήστινοσοΰν κινήσεως καί μὴ εἶναι μήτε τοῦ χρόνου αρχήν ἐν ω καί ἀφ’ ον ἡρξατο μήτε αυτής αρχήν τής κινήσεως, ἀλλ’ εἶναι αυτήν διαιρεῖν ἐπὶ τὸ ἄνω* ὧστε ἐ£ ἀπείρου συμβαίνοι αν του χρόνου 25 κεκινῆσθαι τὴν άρτι άρξαμενην και αυτήν άπειρον εἰς τὸ ἀρξάμενον εἶναι, τούτο γὰρ συμβαίνει διὰ τὸ χωρίζειν ἐνέργειαν κινήσεως καὶ τὴν μὲν ἐν άχρόνω φάσκειν γενέσθαι, τὴν δὲ χρόνου Βεΐσθαι λέγειν μὴ τὴν τόσην μόνον, ἀλλ’ ὅλως τὴν φὑσιν αυτής ἀναγκάζεσθαι ποσήν λέγειν καίτοι, όμολογούντας καί αυτούς κατά 30 συμβεβηκὸς τὸ ποσόν αυτή παρεῖναι, εἰ ἡμερησία εἴη ἡ όποσουούν χρόνου, ώσπερ οὖν ἐνέργεια ἐν άχρόνω, ούτως οὐδὲν κωλύει καὶ κίνησιν ήρχθαι ἐν ἀχρόνῳ, ὁ δὲ χρόνος τω τοσήνδε γεγονέναι. ἐπεὶ καὶ μεταβολαὶ ἐν άχρόνω όμολογούνται γίγνεσθαι εν τω λέγεσθαι 35 ώσπερ ου καί άθ ρο ας γ ι γ ν ο μεν η ς μεταβολής, ει οὖν μεταβολή, διὰ τί οὐχὶ καὶ κίνησις; εϊληπται δὲ μεταβολή ου κ εν τω μεταβεβληκεναι' ου γὰρ τῆς ἐν τῷ μεταβεβληκεναι εδεΐτο.
17.	Εἰ δέ τις λἐγοι μήτε τὴν ἐνέργειαν μήτε τὴν κίνησιν γένους δεῖσθαι καθ3 αυτά, ἀλλ’ εἰς τὸ πρός τι
1 Theiler, Harder, Cilento: αναλογία Enn.
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movement. But if it must be in every way in time because it has acquired the character of continuity, then sight which does not interrupt its seeing would be in continuity and in time. There is evidence for this in the stupid statement which says that it is always possible to take a piece of any movement whatever, and there is not a beginning of the time in which and from which it began, nor a beginning of the movement itself, but it is always possible to divide it up and back: so that it would result that the movement which has just begun has been in motion from infinite time, and that movement is infinite in respect of its beginning. This results because of separating of active actuality from movement and asserting that active actuality occurs in timelessness, but saying that movement needs time, not movement of a certain length only; but they are compelled to say that its nature is quantitative; and yet even they admit that the quantum is incidentally present to it, if it is a day long or of any time you like. Therefore, just as active actuality is in timelessness, so nothing prevents movement from originating in timelessness, but time has come by its becoming of a certain length. Since changes also are admitted to take place in timelessness, in the remark "as if there was not a change which takes place all at once”.1 Κ then change, why not also motion? But change has here been taken, not in the sense of completed change: for there was no need of change in completion of the process of change.
17.	But if someone were to say that neither active actuality nor movement need a genus in and by
1 Aristotle Physics A 3.186al5-16.
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ἀνάγειν τῷ την μὲν ἐνέργειαν τον δυνάμει εἶναι ενεργητικοί), τὴν δὲ τοῦ δυνάμει κινητικού η κινητού, λεκτέον ὡς τὰ μὲν πρός τι αὐτὴ ἡ σχέσις ἐγέννα, ἀλλ* οὐ τῶ πρὸς ἕτερον μόνον λέγεσθαι, ὅταν δὲ ἦ τις ὑπόστασις, κἂν ὲτέρου ἦ κἂν πρὸς ἕτερον, τήν γε πρὸ τού προς τι ειληχε φύσιν. αὕτη τοίνυν ή ἐνέργεια καὶ ἡ κίνησις και ή ἕξις δὲ ὲτέρου ουσα οὐκ ἀφῄρηται τὸ πρὸ τοῦ πρός τι εἶναί τε καί νοεῖσθαι καθ’ αὑτά* ἡ οὕτω πάντα ἔσται πρός τι. πάντως γὰρ ἔχει ὁτιοῦν σχέσιν προς ὁτιοῦν, ὡς και ἐπὶ τῆς ψυχῆς. αὐτή τε ἡ ποίησις και το ποιεῖν διὰ τί εἰς τὸ πρός τι οὐκ ἀναχθήσεται; ἡ γὰρ κίνησις η ἐνέργεια πάντως ἔσται, εἰ δὲ την μὲν ποίησιν εἰς τὸ πρός τι άνάξουσι, τὸ δὲ ποιειν ἐν γένος θήσονται, διὰ τί ον και την μὲν κίνησιν εἰς τὸ πρός τι. τὸ δὲ κινείσθαι ἐν τι γένος θήσονται, και διαιρήσονται τὸ κιν€ΐσθαι ως ἐν διχῆ ἐν ειδεσι τού ποιειν καὶ τοῦ πάσχειν, ἀλλ’ οὐχ ως νύν τὸ μὲν ποιειν λέγουσι, τὸ δὲ πάσχειν;
18.	Ἐπισκεπτέον δέ, εἰ ἐν τῷ ποιειν τὰς μὲν ἐνεργείας φησουσι, τὰς δὲ κινήσεις, τὰς μὲν ἐνεργείας Λέγοντες εἶναι τὰς άθρόας, τὰς δὲ κινήσεις, οἷον τὸ τέμνειν—ἐν χρόνῳ γὰρ τὸ τέμνειν—ἡ πάσας κινήσεις ἡ μετά κινήσεῳς, καὶ εἰ πάσας πρὸς τὸ πάσχειν τὰς 68
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themselves, but they are to be referred to the relative in that active actuality belongs to that which is potentially active and actual, and movement to that which is potentially moving or moved, one must answer that it is the very state of relatedness which produces relatives, and they are not produced by the mere statement that a thing is related to another. But when there is some substantial reality, even if it belongs to something else or is related to something else, it certainly possesses its nature prior to the relativity. This active actuality, then, and movement and state, though belonging to another, do not lose their priority to the relative and being thought in and by themselves; otherwise in this way everything will be relative: for* absolutely everything has a relation to something, as in the case of the soul. And why are not activity and acting to be referred to the relative? For movement and active actuality will be altogether so. But if they are going to refer activity to the relative, but make one genus of acting, why will they not refer movement to the relative, but posit being in motion as one genus, and divide being in motion, as one genus, into two, into the species of acting and being acted upon, instead of, as they do now, saying that acting is one genus and being acted upon another?
18.	But we must investigate whether they are going to assert that in acting some activities are active actualities and some are movements, saying that those which occur all at once are active actualities and the others are movements, cutting for instance—for cutting goes on in time—or whether they are all movements or accompanied by movement; and whether all activities are related to passi-
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ποιήσεις ἡ τινας καὶ απολύτους, οἷον τὸ βαδίζειν καὶ τὸ Λέγειν, και εἰ τὰς πρὸς τὸ πάσχειν πάσας κινήσεις, τὰς δ’ απολύτους ἐνεργείας, ἡ ἐν ἑκατέροις ἐκἀτερον. τὸ γοῦν βαδίζειν ἀπολελυμένον ἂν κίνησιν ἂν εἵποιεν, τὸ δὲ 10 νοεῖν οὐκ ἔχον τὸ πάσχον και αυτό ἐνέργειαν, οἶμαι, ἡ οὐδὲ ποιεῖν φατέον τὸ νοεῖν καὶ τὸ βαδίζειν, ἀλλ’ εἰ μὴ ἐν τῷ ποιεῖν ταῦτα, πού λ€Κτέον τάχα δὲ τὸ νοεῖν πρὸς τὸ νοητόν, ὧσπερ την νόησιν. και γὰρ την αΐσθησιν προς τὸ αισθητόν· ἀλλ’ εἰ κἀκεἰ την αΐσθησιν προς τὸ 15 αισθητόν, διὰ τί αὐτὸ τὸ αἰσθάνεσθαι οὐκέτι πρὸς τὸ αισθητόν; και ή αἴσθησις δέ, εἰ πρὸς ἕτερον, σχέσιν μὲν ἔχει πρὸς ἐκεἶνο, ἔχει δέ τι παρὰ την σχέσιν, τὸ ἡ ἐνέργεια ἡ πάθος εἶναι, εἰ οὖν τὸ πάθος παρά το τινος εἶναι καὶ ὐπό τινος ἔστι τι ἕτερον, καὶ ἡ ἐνέργεια, ἡ δὲ 20 δὴ βάδισις ἔχουσα καί αὐτὴ τό τινος εἶναι και ποδῶν εἶναι καί ὐπό τινος ἔχει τὸ κίνησις εἶναι, ἐχοι ἂν οὖν καὶ ἡ νόησις παρά το προς τι το η κίνησις εἶναι ἡ ἐνέργεια.
19.	Ἐπισκεπτέον δέ, εἰ καί τινες ἐνέργειαι δάξουσιν ατελείς εἶναι μὴ προσλαβονσαι χρόνον, ὥστε εἰς ταύτον
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vity, or there are also some which are independent, walking and talking for instance, and whether all the activities which are related to passivity are movements, but the independent ones are active actualities, or whether there are some of each in each class. Walking at any rate, which is independent, they would say was a movement, but thinking, though it also has no passivity, an active actuality, I suppose. Or else it must be asserted that thinking and walking are not included in acting at all. But if they are not in acting, it must be said where they are; but perhaps the act of thinking is related to the object of thought just as thought [in general] is. For certainly sense perception is related to the sense-object; but if in that case* sense-perception is related to the sense-object, why is not the actual [particular] act of sense-perception any longer related to the sense-object? And sense-perception, even if it is related to something else, has indeed a relatedness to that something, but has something over and above the relatedness, the being either an active actuality or a passive experience. If then the passive experience, over and above belonging to something and being caused by some agent, is something different so also is the active actuality. Certainly walking, which itself also has the characteristics of belonging to something, and in fact belonging to the feet, and of being caused by an agent, has the being a movement. Therefore thought also, over and above its relation, has the being either a movement or an active actuality.
19.	But we must investigate whether some active actualities are going to appear as incomplete without acquiring an addition of time, so that they will
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ταῖς κινήσεσιν ἐλθεῖν, οἷον τὸ ζῇν καί ἡ ζωή. ἐν χρόνῳ γὰρ τελείω τὸ ζῇν έκαστου καὶ ἡ εὐδαιμονία ἐνέργεια 5 οὐκ ἐν ἀμερει. ἀλλὰ οἷον άξιοὐσι καί τὴν κίνησιν εἶναι. ὥστε κινήσεις ἄμφω Αεκτέον, καὶ ἐν τι τὴν κίνησιν καὶ γένος ἐν, θεωροῦντας παρά το ποσὸν τὸ ἐν τῇ ουσία καί το ποιον καί κίνησιν οΰσαν περὶ αυτήν, καί, ει βούλει, τὰς μὲν σωματικάς, τὰς δὲ ψυχικάς, ἡ τὰς μὲν παρ’ 10 αυτών, τὰς δὲ ὐπ’ άλλων εἰς αυτά, ἡ τὰς μέν εξ αυτών, τὰς δὲ ἐ£ άλλων, καί τὰς μὲν ἐξ αὐτῶν ποιήσεις εἴτε εἰς ἃλλα εἴτε ἀπολελυμένας, τὰς δὲ ἐξ άλλων πείοεις. καίτοι καὶ αἰ εἰς ἄλλα κινήσεις αἱ αύταί ταῖς ἐξ άλλων ή γὰρ τμῆσις, ἥ τε παρὰ τοῦ τέμνοντος ἥ τε ἐν τῷ 15 τεμνομένῳ, μία, ἀλλὰ τὸ τέμνειν ἕτερον καὶ τὸ τέμνεσθαι. τἀγα δὲ οὑδὲ μία ἡ τμῆσις ἡ ἀπὸ του τέμνοντος καὶ ἡ ἐν τῷ τεμνομένῳ, ἀλλ’ ἔστι τὸ τέμνειν τὸ ἐκ τῆς τοιᾶσδε ἐνεργείας καὶ κινήσεως ὲτέραν ἐν τῷ τεμνομένῳ διάδοχον κίνησιν γίγνεσθαι, ἡ ἴσως οὐ κατ’ αὐτὸ τὸ τέμνεσθαι τὸ διάφορον, ἀλλὰ κατ’ ἄλλο τὸ 20 ἐπιγιγνόμενον κίνημα, οἷον τὸ ἀλγεῖν καί Υὰρ τὸ πάσχειν ἐν τούτω. τί οὖν, εἰ μή τι άλγοΐ; τί άλλο ή ή ἐνἐργεια του ποιούντος ἐν τῷδε ουσα; οΰτω γὰρ καὶ τὸ οὕτω λεγόμενον ποιεῖν, καὶ διττόν ούτως εἶναι τὸ
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come into the same genus as movements, life and living for instance. For the life of every man is in a complete time, and his well-being is not in partless-ness, but is like they maintain that movement also is. So that both are to be called movements, and movement is one thing and one genus, as we observe besides the quantum in the substance the quale as well, and a movement which appertains to the substance. And, if you like, some movements are of body and some of soul, or some are self-originated and others are produced in the moving things by the agency of others, or some come from themselves and some from others, and the ones which come from themselves are activities, whether they are directed to other things or independent, but those which come from others are passivities. And yet the movements to other things are the same as the movements from other things: for cutting, the cutting which comes from the cutter and the cutting which takes place in what is being cut, is one, but cutting and being cut are different. But perhaps even the cutting originating from the cutter and the cutting going on in the cut are not one, but what cutting is is the process in which, from an active actuality and movement of this particular kind, another successive movement comes to be in what is being cut. Or perhaps the difference does not lie in the actual being cut, but in something else, the subsequent movement, feeling pain for instance: for there is certainly passivity in this. Well then, what is the case if there is not any pain? What else is there than the active actuality of the agent existing in this particular thing? For in this way this description also fits acting. And in this way acting is double, one
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ποιεῖν, τὸ μὲν μὴ ἐν ἄλλῳ, τὸ δ’ ἐν ἄλλῳ συνιστάμενον καὶ οὐκέτι τὸ μὲν ποιείν, τὸ δὲ πάσχειν, ἀλλὰ τὸ ποιείν ἐν ἄλλῳ πεποίηκε δυο νομίζειν εἶναι, τὸ μὲν ποιείν, τὸ δὲ πάσχειν. οἷον καὶ τὸ γράφειν, καίτοι ον ἐν ἄλλῳ, οὐκ επιζητεί τὸ πάσχειν, ὅτι μὴ ἄλλο τι ἐν τῷ γραμματείῳ ποιεί παρά την ἐνέργειαν τοῦ γράφοντος οΐον το ἀλγεῖν* εἰ δέ τις λέγοι γεγράφθαι, οὐ τὸ πάσχειν λέγει, καὶ ἐπὶ τοῦ βαδίζειν, καίτοι οὔσης γῆς ἐφ’ ἧς, οὐ προσποιείται τὸ πεπονθέναι. ἀλλ’ ὅταν ἐπὶ σώματος ζώου βαίνη, το πάσχειν επινοεί, ὅ ἐπιγίγνεται άλγη μα συλλογιζόμενος, οὑ τὸ βαδίζειν ἡ επενόησεν ἂν καὶ πρότερον, οὕτω καὶ ἐπὶ πάντων κατά μὲν τὸ ποιείν εν λεκτεον μετά τον λεγόμενον πάσχειν, τον αντίθετου, ο δὲ πάσχειν λεγεται, τὸ γενόμενον ύστερον, ου το αντίθετον οΐον τω καίειν το καίεσθαι, αλλά το εκ τον καίειν και καίεσθαι ενός οντος, τό επ’ αὐτῷ γιγνόμενον η ἄλγημα ἡ τι άλλο, οΐον μαραίνεσθαι. τί οὖν, ει τις αὐτὸ τούτο εργάζοιτο, ώστε λυπεΐν, οὐχ ὁ μεν ποιεί, 6 8ε πάσχει, καν εκ μιας ενεργείας τὰ δυο; [καὶ ὁ μεν ποιεί, 6 δὲ πάσχει]1 η εν τη ενεργεία οὐκέτι τὸ τῆς βουλησεως τον λνπεΐν, ἀλλὰ ποιεί τι ἕτερον, οὖ λυπεί, δ εν τω λυπησομενω γενόμενον ἐν ἂν καὶ ταντόν πεποίηκεν άλλο, τό λνπεϊσθαι. τί οὖν αὐτὸ τὸ ἐν γενόμενον, πριν και λύπην 1
1	del. Kirchhoff: defendit Cilento.
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kind which does and one kind which does not occur in another; and it is no longer a distinction of acting and being passive, but acting in another has produced the supposition that there are two, acting and being passive. Writing, for instance, although it is in something else, does not require [the concept of] passivity, because it does not produce anything else, feeling pain for instance, in the writing-tablet beyond the actual activity of the writer; but if someone says that the tablet has been written on, he is not referring to passive suffering. And in the case of walking, though there is ground on which one walks, [the concept of] its passive suffering is not included. But when one steps on the body of a living being, one does have passive suffering in mind, since one reasons about the pain which occurs, not the walking; otherwise one would have thought of it before also. In this way too in all cases, where action is concerned one genus must be mentioned together with passive suffering, that of the opposite of action. But what is called passive suffering is what occurs subsequently, not the opposite like being burnt to burning, but what results from burning and being burnt which are one, either the pain which occurs in the burnt object or something else, like shrivelling. Well then, if someone does this very thing in order to cause pain, does not one act and the other suffer, even if the two come from one actual activity? Now, in the actual activity what belongs to the will to hurt is no longer contained, but the agent does something else, by which he causes pain, which something else, being one and the same when it occurs in what is going to be hurt, produces another effect, that of being hurt. Why then is not the one
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45 ποίησαι, η ὅλως λύπην οὐκ εμποιούν, οὐ πάθος earl τον εἰς ον, οἷον τὸ άκούσαι; η ον πάθος το άκονσαι οὐδ’ ὅλως τὸ αίσθάνεσθαι, ἀλλὰ τὸ λνπηθήναί ἐστι γενέσθαι ἐν πάθει, ὅ μη αντίθετον τω ποίησαι.
20.	Ἀλλ’ ἔστω μὴ αντίθετον όμως δὲ ἕτερον ἂν τον ποιεῖν οὐκ ἐν τῷ αὐτῷ γένει τη ποιήσει, ή, ει κινήσεις άμφω, εν τω αὐτῷ, οἷον ἀλλοίωσις κίνησις κατά το ποιόν, ἆρ* οὖν, ὅταν μεν από τον ποι-5 ονν^τος ή κίνησις ή κατά τὸ ποιὸν λ 1 ΐη, ἡ ἀλλοίωσις ποίησις καὶ τὸ ποιεΐν απαθούς αντον οντος; ή εάν μεν απαθής ἦ, ἐν τῷ ποιεΐν ἔσται, ἐὰν δὲ ενεργών εις άλλον, οἷον τὑπτων, καὶ πάσχη, οὐκέτι ποιεί, ή οὐδὲν κωλύει ποιονντα και πάσχειν. ει οὖν κατὰ ταὐτὸ2 τὸ πάσχειν, οἷον τὸ τρίβειν, διά τί ποιεῖν μάλλον ή πάσχειν; ή, ὅτι 10 άντιτρίβεται, και πάσχει, ἆρ’ οὖν, ὅτι άντικινειται, και δύο κινήσεις φήσομεν περί αὐτόν; καὶ πώς δὑο; ἀλλὰ μία. και πώς ή αὐτὴ καὶ ποίησις καὶ πεῖσις; ἡ3 οὕτω μεν ποίησις τῷ ἀπ’ ἄλλου, εἰς άλλον δε πεῖσις ἡ αὐτὴ οὖσα. ἀλλὰ άλλην φήσομεν; και πώς άλλο τι διατίθησι 15 τὸν πάσχοντά άλλοιονσα και 6 ποιών απαθής εκείνον; πώς γὰρ ἂν πάθοι ο ποιεί εν άλλω; ἆρ’ οὖν τὸ ἐν άλλω
1	Igal, H-S2.
2	Igal, H—S2: κατ* αότο Enn.
3	Kirchhoff: καί Enn., H-S1.
1 Aristotle Physics E 3. 226a26.
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thing which occurs, before it also causes pain, or if it does not cause pain in its object at all, not a passive affection of that object, like hearing? Now hearing is not a passive affection, nor is sense-perception in general, but being hurt is coming into a passive state, which is not opposite to action.
20.	But granted that it is not opposite, yet all the same it is different from action and not in the same genus as doing and making. Now if both are movements, it is in the same genus, as, for instance, "qualitative change is movement in respect of quality”.1 Whenever, therefore, the movement in respect of quality, the qualitative change, proceeds from the agent is it an action and is it doing, if the maker is unaffected? If the agent is unaffected, it is in the category of doing, but if the agent is acting on someone else, hitting him for instance, and is affected, the agent is no longer doing. Now nothing prevents the doer from also being affected. If then the affection is in respect of the same thing, for instance rubbing, why is it doing rather than being affected? It is because it is reciprocally rubbed that it is also affected. Are we then to say that there are two movements in it because it is reciprocally moved? How can there be two? But there must be one. And how can the same movement be both a doing and a being affected? It is a doing in that it comes from one thing and a being affected because it acts on another, being the same movement. But are we to say that it is another? And how does the movement in producing qualitative change dispose what is affected in a different way and the agent remain unaffected by that change in disposition? For how could it be affected by what it does in another?
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την κίνησιν εἶναι ποιεί τὸ πάσχειν, ὃ ἦν οὐ πάσχειν κατὰ τον ποιούντο,; ἀλλ’ εἰ το μὲν λευκαίνει ὁ λόγος ὁ τοῦ κύκνον, ο δὲ λευκαίνεται ὁ γιγνόμενος κύκνος, πάσχειν 20 φήσομεν Ιόντα εἰς ουσίαν; εἰ δὲ καὶ ὕστερον λευκαίνοιτο γενόμενος; καὶ εἰ τὸ μὲν αὕξοι, τὸ δὲ αὔξοιτο, τὸ αάξόμενον πάσχειν; ἡ μόνον ἐν τῷ ποιῷ τὴν πεῖοιν; ἀλλ’ εἰ τὸ μὲν καλὸν ποιοι, το δὲ καλλύνοιτο, το καλλυνόμενον πάσχειν; εἰ οὖν τὸ καλλύνον χ€ΐρον γίγνοιτο η και άφανίζοιτο, οἷον ὁ καττίτβρος, το δὲ 25 βέλτιον γίγνοιτο, 6 χαλκός, πάσχειν τὸν χαλκόν φήσομ€ν, τον δὲ ποιεῖν; τὸν δὲ μανθάνοντα πως πάσχειν τής του ποιονντος ἐνεργείας εἰς αυτόν ίούσης; ή πάθησις πῶς ἂν εἴη μία γε οὖσα; ἀλλ’ αυτή μὲν οὐ πάθησις, 6 δὲ ἔχων πάσχων ἔσται τοῦ πάσχειν τινος 30 λαμβανομένου; οὐδὲ γὰρ τῷ μὴ ἐνηργηκέναι αυτόν· οὐ γὰρ τὸ μανθάνειν ὥσπερ τὸ πληγήναι ἐν ἀντιλήψει ον και γνώρισε ι, ώσπερ οὐδὲ τὸ ὁρᾶν.
21.	Τινι οὖν γνωριοὐμεν τὸ πάσχειν; οὐ γὰρ δὴ τῇ ὲνεργείμ τῇ παρ’ άλλου, εἰ ὁ την ἐνέργειαν παραδεὑμμενος αυτού ἐποιήσατο διαδεὑμμενος. ἀλλ’ ἆρα οπού μη ἐνέργεια, πεῖσις δὲ μόνον; τί οὖν, εἰ 5 κάλλιον γίγνοιτο, ή δὲ ἐνέργεια τὸ χεῖρον ἐχοι; ἡ εἰ 78
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Is it then the fact that the movement is in something else which produces being affected, which was not being affected in the case of the agent? But if on the one hand the rational form of the swan produces whiteness and [on the other] the swan coming into being is made white, are we going to say that the swan is affected as it proceeds to substantiality? But is it if it is made white afterwards when it has come into being? And if one thing is going to make something larger and the other is going to be made large, is that which is going to be made large affected? Or is being affected only in quality? But if one thing makes something beautiful and the other is made beautiful is that which is being made beautiful affected? If, then, that which makes beautiful becomes worse or even disappears, like the tin, and the other, the copper, becomes better, are we to say that the copper is affected and the tin acts? And how is the learner affected when the activity of the agent comes to him? How could the activity be a passivity when it is certainly one? But is this activity not a passivity, but will [the learner] who has it be passively affected, being affected being taken as somebody being affected? For it is not because the learner has not been active: for learning is not like being hit, since it consists in grasping and getting to know, and neither is seeing.
21.	By what indication, then, are we to recognise being affected? Not, certainly, by the fact that the activity [affecting it] comes from another, if the one who received the activity took it over and made it his own. But is it when there is no activity and only passive affection? What then if it becomes more beautiful, αιιά the activity has the worst of it? Or if
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κατὰ κακίαν ενεργοί τις καὶ άρχοι εἰς άλλον ἀκολάστως; ἡ οὐδέν κωλύει ενεργειαν εἶναι φαὑλην καὶ πεῖσιν καλήν, τινι οὖν διοριοῦμεν; ἆρα τῷ το μεν εις άλλον παρ* αυτού, το δὲ ἀφ’ ετέρου εν αλλῳ το πασχειν; τί οὖν, εἰ ἐ£ αυτού μέν, μὴ εἰς άλλον δέ, οἷον τὸ νοεῖν, το δοξάζειν; τὸ δὲ θερμανθηναι παρ3 αυτού διανοηθέντος ἡ θυμωθέντος ἐκ δόξης μηδενὸς ἔξωθεν προσελθόντος; ἡ τὸ μὲν ποιεῖν εἴτε ἐν αὐτῷ εἴτε εἰς άλλον ιον κίνημα εξ αὑτοῦ1; ἡ οὖν ἐπιθυμία τί καὶ πάσα ὄρεξις, εἰ ἡ ορεξις κινείται ἀπὸ τού όρεκτού; εἰ μη τις μη προσποιοΐτο ἀφ’ οὖ κ€κίνηται, ὅτι δὲ μετ’ εκείνο ἐγήγερται. τί οὖν διαφέρει τοῦ πεπλῆχθαι ἡ ώσθέντα κατενεχθῆναι; ἀλλ’ ἆρα διαιρετέον τὰς όρεξεις λέγοντα τὰς μὲν ποιήσεις, ὅσαι νῷ επόμεναι, τὰς δὲ ὁλκὰς οϋσας πείσεις, τὸ δὲ πάσχειν οὐ τῷ παρ’ ετέρου ἡ παρ’ Εαυτού—σαπείη γὰρ ἄν τι ἐν ὲαυτῷ—ἀλλ’ ὅταν μηδὲν συμβαλλόμενον αὐτὸ ὑπομείνῃ ἀλλοίωσιν τὴν μὴ εἰς ουσίαν άγουσαν, ἥτις εξίστησι προς το χείρον η μη προς τὸ βέλτιον, την τοιαύτην άλλοίωσιν πεισιν και τὸ πασχειν ἔχειν; ἀλλ’ εἰ τὸ θερμαίνεσθαι Θερμότητα ἐστιν ίσχειν, εἴη δὲ τῷ μεν εις ουσίαν συντελούν, τῷ δὲ μη, τὸ αὐτὸ πασχειν και ου
1 ίόν κίνημα αυτού Igal*. τι ον, κίνημα	αυτού Enil., H—S1,
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someone is viciously active and starts an unscrupulous attack on another? Now, there is nothing to prevent activity from being bad and passive affection good. So by what shall we distinguish them? Perhaps by the fact that the one is directed from the agent to another, and the other, passive affection, is in another but comes from a different source? What then if it comes from oneself but is not directed to another, thinking or opining for instance? And what about getting heated as a result of one’s own thought or of being put into a passion by an opinion, when nothing comes to one from outside? Is action, whether in oneself or going on to another, a self-caused movement? Then what is concupiscence and every sort of desire, if desire derives its movement from the desired object? Unless of course one does not make the assumption that it has derived its movement from the object, but only that it has been awakened after [the appearance of] the object. How then does desire differ from being hit, or pushed and knocked down? But perhaps we should divide desires, saying that some of them are actions, all that follow intellect, but those which drag one are passive affections, and that passive affection is not a matter of deriving from another or from oneself—for a thing can rot in itself—but that when without any contribution of its own a thing undergoes an alteration which does not bring it to substantiality and changes it for the worse, or not for the better, an alteration of this kind has the characteristic of passivity and being passively affected? But if being heated is acquiring heat, and this contributes to one thing’s substantiality but not to another’s, being affected and not being affected will be the same
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πάσχαν ἔσται. καί πῶς οὐ τὸ θερμαίνεσθαι διττόν; ἡ τὸ θερμαίνεσθαι, ὅταν εἰς ουσίαν συντελῇ, καὶ τότε άλλον πάσχοντος els ουσίαν συντελέσει, οἷον θερμαινόμενου τοῦ χαλκού καί πάσχοντος, ἡ δὲ ουσία 6 ἀνδριὰς, ὃς οὐκ αυτός ἐθερμαίνετο, ἀλλ’ ἡ κατὰ συμβεβηκός. εἰ οὖν καλλίων ὁ χαλκός από τού θερμαίνεσθαι ἡ κατὰ τὸ θερμαίνεσθαι, οὐδὲν κωλὑει πάσχειν λέγειν διττὸν γὰρ εἶναι τὸ πάσχειν, τὸ μὲν ἐν τῷ χείρον γίγνεσθαι, τὸ δ’ ἐν τῷ βέλτιον, ἡ ουδέτερον.
22.	Οὐκοῦν γίγνεται τὸ πάσχειν τῷ ἔχειν ἐν αὑτῷ κίνησιν [την άλλοίωσιν]1 τὴν κατὰ τὸ άλλοιούσθαι ὁπωσοῦν καὶ τὸ ποιειν ἡ ἔχειν ἐν αὐτῷ κίνησιν την απόλυτον παρ9 αυτού η την τελεντώσαν εις άλλο ἀπ’ αυτού, όρμωμένην από τού λεγομένου ποιειν. και κίνησις μεν ἐπ’ ἀμφοῖν, ἡ δὲ διαφορά ή διαιρούσα τὸ ποιειν και το πάσχειν τὸ μεν ποιειν, καθόσον ποιειν, απαθές τηρούσα, το δε πάσχειν ἐν τῷ διατίθεσθαι ετέρως η πρότερον είχε, της τού πάσχοντος ουσίας οὐδὲν εἰς ουσίαν προσλαμβανούσης, άλλα άλλου οντος τού πάσχοντος, όταν τις ουσία γίνηται. γίνεται τοίνυν τὸ αὐτὸ ἐν σχέσει τινι ποιειν, εν άλλη δε πάσχειν παρά μεν γὰρ τῷδε θεωρούμενον ποιειν ἔσται, κίνησις ουσα ή αὐτή, παρά δὲ τῷδε πάσχειν, ὅτι τάδε οὗτος διατίθεται* ὥστε κινδυνεύειν άμφω πρός τι είναι, οσα τού ποιειν προς το πάσχειν, εἰ μεν παρά τούτω τὸ αὐτὰ, ποιειν, ει δε παρά τῷδε, πάσχειν. καὶ θεωρούμενον εκάτερον ου
1 del. Kirchhoff.
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thing. And, surely, being heated is double. Now being heated, when it contributes to substantiality, will then also contribute to substantiality by something else being affected; for instance when the bronze is heated and affected, but the substance is the statue, which was not heated itself except incidentally. If then the bronze is more beautiful as a result of being heated or according to the degree of heat, there is nothing against saying it is passively affected: for being passively affected is double, one kind consisting in becoming worse, the other in becoming better, or neither.
22.	Passive affection, then, occurs by having in oneself an alterative motion of any kind; and action is either having in oneself an independent self-derived motion or one which starts from oneself and ends in another, [a motion, that is,] starting from that which is said to act. There is motion in both cases, but the difference which separates action and passive affection keeps action, in so far as it is action, unaffected, but makes passive affection consist in being disposed otherwise than it was before; the substance of what is affected gains nothing which contributes to its substantiality, but what is affected is different, when a substance comes to be. So the same is action in one relationship and passive affection in another. It is the same motion, but looked at on one side it will be action, but on the other passive affection, because this is disposed in this way; so it seems likely that both are relation, in all cases where action is related to passive affection; if one looks at the same on one side it is action, but if on the other, it is affection. And each of the two is looked at not Jsy itself, but [one] along with that
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καθ’ αυτό, ἀλλὰ μετὰ του ποιούντος καὶ πάσχοντος* οντος κινεί καί οντος κινείται, καὶ δύο κατηγορία ι εκάτερον καί οΰτος δίδωσι τῷδε κίνησιν, οὖτος δὲ λαμβάνει, ὥστε λῆψις καὶ δόσις καὶ πρός τι. ἡ εἰ ἔχει ὁ λαβών, ώσπερ λέγεται ἔχειν χρώμα, διὰ τί οὐ καὶ ἔχει κίνησιν; και ἡ ἀπόλυτος κίνησις, οἷον ἡ τοῦ βαδίζειν, έχει βάδισιν, και ἔχει δὲ νόησιν. ἐπισκεπτέον δέ, εἰ τὸ προνοεΐν ποιεΐν, ει και τὸ πρόνοιας τυγχάνειν πάσχειν εις άλλο γὰρ καί περί άλλου η πρόνοια, η οὐδὲ τὸ προνοεΐν ποιεΐν, και ει περί άλλον το νοεΐν, η εκείνο πάσχειν. η οὐδὲ τὸ νοεἰν ποιεΐν—οὐ γὰρ εἰς αὐτὸ τὸ νοούμενον, ἀλλὰ περί αυτού—οὐδὲ ποίησις ὅλως. ουδὲ δεῖ πάσας ενεργείας ποιήσεις λέγειν ουδέ ποιεΐν τι· κατά σνμβεβηκός δε ή ποίησις, τί οὖν; εἰ βαδίζων ίχνη είργάσατο, ου λέγομεν πεποιηκέναι; ἀλλ εκ τοῦ εἶναι αὐτὸν ἄλλο τι. ἡ ποιεΐν κατά σνμβεβηκός και την ενέργειαν κατά σνμβεβηκός, ότι μη προς τούτο εωρα* ἐπεὶ και ἐπὶ τῶν άφύχων ποιεΐν λέγομεν οἶον τὸ πῦρ θερμαίνειν και “ένήργησε το φάρμακον”, ἀλλὰ περί μεν τούτων ἅλις.
23.	Περί δὲ τοῦ ἔχειν, εἰ τὸ ἔχειν πολλαχῶς, διὰ τί ου Πάντες οἱ τρόποι τού ἔχειν εις ταυτην την κατηγορίαν άναχθήσονται; ώστε και το ποσόν, ότι εχει μέγεθος, και το ποιόν, ότι έχει χρώμα, και 6 πατήρ και τὰ τοιαύτα, ότι έχει υιόν, και 6 υιός, ὅτι έχει πάτερα, και ὅλως κτήματα, ει δε τὰ μεν άλλα εν εκείναις, όπλα 1
1 The Peripatetics. 84
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which acts, and [the other] with that which is affected: this one moves and this one is moved, and each is two categories; and this one gives motion to this, and this one receives it, so that there is taking and giving and this is relation. Or, if the recipient has, as in the phrase "have colour”, why does it not also "have movement”? And independent movement, that of walking for instance, has walking, and also has thinking. But one must consider whether forethought is action, if being the object of forethought is being affected; since forethought is directed to something else and is about something else. Now forethought is not action, even if the thought is about something else, nor is being its object being affected. And thought is not action either—[it does not operate] in the object of thought itself, but is about it: it is not any kind of doing or making. And one should not call all activities doings or makings, or say that they do something. Doing is incidental. Well then, if someone walking produces footprints, do we not say he made them? But [he did so] because he was something else. Or [we may say that] the making is incidental and the activity [of footprintmaking] is incidental, because he did not have this in view: since we speak of action in the case of lifeless beings, that fire heats, for instance, or "the drug acted”. But that is enough of that.
23.	But about having, if "having” is used in many different senses, why will they1 not refer all the ways of having to this category? So the quantum, because it has size, and the quale, because it has colour, and the father and such, because he has a son, and the son because he has a father, and, in general, possessions. But if the other things are in
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δὲ καὶ υποδήματα καὶ τὰ περὶ τὸ σώμα, πρώτον μὲν ζητήσειεν ἂν τις, διὰ τί, καὶ διὰ τί ἔχων μὲν αὐτα μιαν ἄλλην κατηγορίαν ποιεῖ, καίων δὲ ἡ τέμνων ἡ κατορνττων η άποβάλλων ονκ άλλην η άλλας; εἰ δ’ ὅτι 10 περίκειται, κἂν ίμάτιον κέηται ἐπὶ κλίνης, ἄλλη κατηγορία ἔσται, κἂν κεκαλυμμένος ἦ τις. εἰ δὲ κατὰ τὴν κάθεξιν αυτήν καί την ἔξιν, δηλονότι καί τα άλλα πάντα <(αὖ τἀγ1 κατά τὸ ἔχειν λεγόμενα καὶ εἰς ££ιν [αὐτὰ],1 ὅπου ποτὲ ἡ ἕ£ις, ἀνακτέον οὐ γὰρ διοίοει 15 κατὰ τὸ ἐχόμενον. εἰ μέντοι ποιότητα ἔχειν οὐ δεῖ λέγειν, ὅτι ἡδη ποιότης ειρηταί, οὐδὲ ποσότητα ἔχειν, ὅτι ποσότης, οὐδὲ μέρη ἔχειν, ὅτι ουσία εἴρηται, διὰ τί δὲ ὅπλα ἔχειν €ΐρημένης ουσίας, ἐν ἧ ταῦτα; ουσία γὰρ υπόδημα καί όπλα, πώς δ’ ὅλως άπλοϋν καί μιας 20 κατηγορίας “ὅδε ὅπλα ἔχει ”; τούτο γὰρ σημαίνει τὸ ώπλίσθαι. ἔπειτα πότερον ἐπὶ ζώντος μόνον η καν ἀνδριὰς ἦ, ὅτῳ ταῦτα; άλλως γὰρ έκάτ€ρον ἔχειν δοκεῖ καί ἴσως ὁμωνύμως· ἐπεὶ καὶ τὸ ' ἔστη κεν επ’ αμφοΐν ον τα ὐτόν. ἔτι καὶ τὸ ἐν όλίγοις πώς εύλογον εχειν κατηγορίαν γενικήν άλλην;
24.	Ἐπὶ δὲ τοῦ κεῖσθαι—ἐν όλίγοις καί αυτό ον άνακ€ΐσθαι, καθήσθαι, καίτοι ον κεῖσθαι απλώς
1 transposuit Schwyzer (Gnomon 42, 1970, 654): <[τα> Kirchhoff. ,
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those categories [of quantity, quality and relation] but weapons and shoes and things around the body [are in this one], first of all one might enquire why, and why the person who has these things makes another category, but, if he burns them or cuts them or buries them or throws them out, does not make another or others. But if it is because they are around the body, if a cloak lies on a bed there will be one category and if someone has wrapped himself in it another. But if it is in accordance with possession and the state of possessing, obviously again all the other things spoken of in connection with having are also to be referred to the state of possessing, wherever one puts it: for there will be no differentiation according to what -is possessed. If then one must not say that one has a quality, because quality has been mentioned already, or that one has quantity, because quantity has been mentioned, or that one has parts, because substance has been mentioned, then why should one say one has weapons, when substance has been mentioned, and they are in this category? For a shoe and weapons are substance. And how, altogether, is "this man here has weapons” a simple statement belonging to one category? For this means being armed. Then, can one say this only about a living man, or also if it is a statue which has the weapons? For each of the two appears to "have” them in a different way, and perhaps "have” is equivocal: since "stand” is not the same in both cases. And again, how is it reasonable that something which occurs in a few cases should have another general category?
24.	About position—which also only occurs in a few cases—lying on, sitting: though these terms do
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λεγομένων, ἀλλὰ “πως κεινται” καὶ “κεΐται εν σχήματι τοιῷδε”. καὶ τὸ μὲν σχήμα ἄλλο* τοῦ δὲ κεΐσθαι τί 5 άλλο σημαίνοντος ἡ Γἐν τόπω ἐστιν”, είρημενου τον σχήματος καὶ τοῦ τόπου, τί δεῖ εἰς ἐν δύο κατηγορίας συνάπτειν; ἔπειτα, εἰ μὲν τὸ “κάθηται” ἐνέργειαν σημαίνει, ἐν ταῖς ἐνεργείαις τακτέον, εἰ δὲ πάθος, ἐν τῷ πεπονθἐναι ἡ πἀσχειν. τὸ δὲ “άνάκειται” τί ἄλλο ἡ “ἄνω κεῖται”, ώσπερ καὶ τὸ “κάτω κεΐται” ή “μεταξύ 10 Κεῖται”; διὰ τί δὲ άνακλίσεως ονσης εν τω πρός τι οὐχὶ /cat ὁ άνακείμενος εκεί; ἐπεὶ καὶ του δεξιού οντος εκεί καί 6 δεξιός εκεΐ και 6 αριστερός. ταῦτα μεν οὖν ἐπὶ τούτων.
25.	Πρὸς δὲ τοὺς τέτταρα τιθέντας και τετραχῶς διαιροϋντας εις “υποκείμενα” καὶ “ποια” και “πώς ἔχοντα” καὶ “πρός τί πως ἔχοντα”, καὶ κοινόν τι επ’ αὐτῶν τιθέντας καὶ ἐνὶ γένει περιλαμβάνοντας τα 5 πάντα, ότι μεν κοινόν τι και επί πάντων εν γένος λαμβάνουσι, πολλά αν τις λεγοι. καί γὰρ ὡς ἀσύνετον αὑτοῖς καὶ άλογον τὸ τὶ τοῦτο καὶ οὐκ εφαρμοττον άσωμάτοις καί σώμασι. καί διαφοράς ου καταλελοίπασιν, αΐς τὸ τὶ διαιρήσουσι. καί τὸ τὶ τούτο ή ον ή μὴ ὅν ἐστιν* εἰ μεν οὖν ὅν, ἐν τι τῶν ειδών εστιν 1 2
1	Again the Stoic τι; see ch. 2» n. 1, p. 16.
2	For a good account of the Stoic Categories and of the misunderstandings about them which may have arisen
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not simply express position, but "they are in a certain position” or "he is posed in such and such an attitude”. And the attitude is something else; but what else does position signify but "is in place” and, when place and attitude have been mentioned, what need is there to join up two categories into one? Then further, if "sits” signifies an activity, it must be ranked among activities, but if a passive affection, it must be placed in the class of having been or being affected. But what does "he lies on” mean except "lie lies above”, like "lie lies under”, or "lie lies between”? And why, when lying on is in the category of relation, is not the man who is lying on something there too? Since being on the right is there too, and the one on the right and'the left. So much for that.
25.	But as for those who posit the four genera and make a fourfold division into subjects and qualia and things in a certain state and things in a certain state in relation to others, and posit over them a common something1 and include all things in one genus, ther^is much that one could say against them because they assume a common something and one genus over all. For, really, how incomprehensible and irrational this something of theirs is, and how unadapted to bodiless things and bodies.2 And they have not left any room for differences with which they will be able to differentiate the something. And this something is either existent or non-existent; if, then, it is existent, it is one of its species; but if it is
from the hostile character of most of our sources of evidence, of which these chapters are an important part, see J. M. Rist Stoic Philosophy (Cambridge 1969) ch. 9, "Categories and their Uses”, 152-72.
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εἰ δὲ μὴ ον, ἔστι τὸ ἂν μὴ ὅν. καὶ μύρια ἕτερα. ταῦτα μεν οὖν ἐν τῷ παρόντι ὲατέον, αυτήν δὲ την διαίρεσιν ἔπισκεπτεον. υποκείμενα μὲν γὰρ πρώτα τάξαντες καὶ την ύλην ενταύθα των άλλων προτάξαντες την πρώτην αὐτοῖς δοκού σαν αρχήν σνντάττουσι τοῖς μετά την αρχήν αυτών, καί πρώτον μεν τα πρότερα τοῖς ύστερον εἰς ἐν άγουσιν, οὐχ οἷόν τε ἂν ἐν γἐνει τῷ αὐτῷ τὸ μεν πρότερον, το δὲ ύστερον είναι, εν μεν γὰρ τοῖς ἐν οἶς τὸ πρότερον και το ύστερον, το ύστερον παρά τού προτερου λαμβάνει τὸ εἶναι, ἐν δὲ τοῖς ὑπὸ τὸ αὐτὸ γένος τὸ ἴσον εἰς τὸ εἶναι ίκαστον ἔχει παρὰ τοῦ γένους, ειπερ τούτο δεῖ γένος εἶναι τὸ ἐν τῷ τί ἐστι τῶν ειδών κατηγορούμενον* ἐπεὶ καὶ αυτοί φησουσι παρά τής ύλης, οἶμαι, τοῖς άλλοις το είναι ύπαρχειν. ἔπειτα τὸ υποκείμενον εν άριθμούντες ου τὰ ὄντα εξαριθμούνται, ἀλλ’ ἀρχὰς τῶν ὄντων ζητούσι· διαφέρει δε ἀρχὰς λέγειν και αυτά, ει δε ον μεν μόνον την ύλην φησουσ ι, τὰ δ’ ἄλλα πάθη τής ύλης, ούκ ἐχρῆν τοῦ οντος καὶ τῶν άλλων εν τι γένος προτάττειν μάλλον δ’ ἂν βελτιον αὐτοῖς ελεγετο, ει το μεν ουσίαν, τὰ δ’ ἄλλα πάθη, και διηρούντο ταῦτα, τὸ δὲ καὶ λέγειν τὰ μεν υποκείμενα, τά δε τὰ ἄλλα, ὲνὸς οντος τοῦ υποκείμενου και διαφοράν ούκ εχοντος, ἀλλ’ ἡ τῷ μεμερίσθαι, ώσπερ όγκον εις μέρη—καίτοι οὐδὲ μεμερίσθαι τω συνεχή λέγειν την
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non-existent, the existent is non-existent. And there are innumerable other objections. Well, we should leave these for the present and consider the division itself. They rank subjects first and at this point rank matter before the others, and so rank what they think is the first principle along with the things which come after their first principle. And first of all they bring prior things into one [genus] with posterior things, when it is not possible for that which is prior and that which is posterior to be in one genus. For in things in which there is prior and posterior, the posterior takes its being from the prior, but in things which come under the same genus each receives an equal contribution to its being from the genus, if the genus is what is predicated in speaking of the essential nature of the species: since they, I think, will agree that existence comes to the other things from matter. Then, when they count the subject as one, they do not enumerate existing things, but are looking for the principles of existing things. But it makes a difference whether one speaks of the principles or the things themselves. But if they are going to say that only matter exists, and that the other things are affections of matter, they ought not to place a single genus before being and the others: rather, it would have been better put if they had distinguished one thing as substance and the rest as affections and then divided these. And [it is unreasonable] to call some things subjects and [put] others in [categories], when the subject is one and has no differentiation except by being divided, like a mass, into parts—yet it cannot even be divided because they say that,its substance is continuous—it would
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ουσίαν—βέλτιον λέγειν ἦν “το μὲν υποκείμενον”.
26.	Ὀλως δὲ τὸ προτάττειν απάντων την ύλην, δ δυνάμει ἐστίν, ἀλλὰ μὴ ἐνέργειαν πρὸ δυνάμεως τάττειν, παντάπασιν ἀτοπώτατον. οὐδὲ γὰρ ἔστι τὸ δυνάμει εἰς ἐνέργειαν ἐλθεῖν ποτε τάξεως αρχήν ἔχοντος 5 ἐν τοις οὖσι τοῦ δυνάμει* οὐ γὰρ δὴ αὐτὸ εαυτό άξει, ἀλλὰ δεῖ ἡ πρὸ αυτού είναι τὸ ενεργεία και ούκετι τούτο αρχή, ἡ, εἰ ἅμα λέγοιεν, ἐν τύχαις θήσονται τὰς άρχάς. ἔπειτα, εἰ άμα, διά τί ονκ εκείνο προτάττουσι; και διά τί τούτο μάλλον ον, ἡ ὕλη, ἀλλ’ οὐκ εκείνο; ει δε ύστερον 10 εκείνο, πώς; ου γὰρ δὴ ἡ ὕλη τὸ εἶδος γέννα, ἡ ἄποιος το ποιόν, οὐδ’ εκ τού δυνάμει ενεργεία* ενυπήρχε γὰρ ἂν τὸ ενεργεία, και οὐχ ἁπλοῦν ἔτι. καὶ ὁ θεὸς δεύτερος αὐτοῖς τῆς ὕλης· καὶ γὰρ σώμα ἐξ ὕλης ὧν καὶ είδους, καὶ πόθεν αὐτῷ τὸ είδος; εἰ δὲ καὶ ἄνευ τοῦ ὕλην ἔχειν ἀρχοειδὴς ῶν καὶ λόγος, ἀσώματος ἂν εἴη ὁ θεός, καὶ τὸ 15 ποιητικόν ἀσώματον. εἰ δὲ καὶ ἄνευ τῆς ὕλης ἐστὶ την ουσίαν σύνθετος, ἅτε σώμα ὧν, άλλην ύλην την τού θεού εισάξουσιν. ἔπειτα πώς ἀρχὴ ἡ ὕλη σώμα οὖσα; οὐ γάρ ὲστι σώμα μη οὑ πολλὰ εἶναι* καὶ πᾶν σώμα ἐξ ὕλης καὶ ποιότητος. εἰ δὲ άλλως τούτο σώμα, ὁμωνύμως λέγουσι
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have been better to say "the subject” [in the singular].
26.	But, speaking generally, it is in every way superlatively absurd to rank matter, something which is potential, before all things, but not to put actuality before potency. For it is not even possible for what is in potency ever to come to actuality if the potential holds the rank of principle among beings: for it certainly will not bring itself to actuality, but the actual must be beforfe it, and then this potential will no longer be a principle; or, if they say that [potential and actual] are simultaneous, they will put the principles in the realm of chance. And then, if they are simultaneous, why do they not give the actual the first rank? And* why is this one, matter, the more existent, and not that one? But if the actual is later, how [did it come into being]? For, certainly, matter does not generate form, that which is without quality the qualified, nor does actuality come from the potential: for [if it did] the actual would exist in the potential, and it would no longer be simple. And God for them comes second after matter: for he is a body, and composed of matter and form. And where did he get his form from? But if Pie had it] without having matter, having the nature of a principle and being a rational formative power, God would be bodiless and the creative bodiless. But if even without matter God is composite in his essential nature, in that he is a body, they will be introducing another matter, that of God. Then how is matter a principle if it is body? For it is not possible for a body not to be many; and every body is composed of matter and quality. But if this one is body in a different way,
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20 σώμα την ύλην, εἰ δὲ κοινόν ἐπὶ σώματος το τριχῆ διαστατόν, μαθηματικόν λέγουσιν εἰ δὲ μετά άντιτνπίας τὸ τριχῆ, οὐχ ἐν λέγουσιν, ἔπειτα ἡ ἀντιτυπία ποιόν η παρά ποιότητος. και πόθεν η ἀντιτυπία; πόθεν δὲ τὸ τριχῆ διαστατόν ἡ τίς διέστησεν; 25 οὑ γὰρ ἐν τῷ λόγῳ του τριχῆ διαστατού ή ύλη, οὐδ’ ἐν τῷ τῆς ὕλης τὸ τριχῆ διαστατόν, μετασχοὐσα τοίνυν μεγέθους οὐκέτ’ ἂν άπλούν εἴη. ἔπειτα πόθεν ἡ ἕνωσις; οὐ γὰρ δὴ αὐτοένωσις,1 άλλα μετοχή ἐνότητος. ἐχρῆν δὴ λογίσασθ αι ὡς οὑκ ἔστι δυνατόν προτάττειν απάντων όγκον, ἀλλὰ τὸ άογκον και τὸ ἐν, καὶ ἐκ τοῦ 30 ὲνὸς άρξαμένους εἰς τὰ πολλά τελευτάν, καὶ ἐξ α μεγέθους εἰς μεγέθη, ει γε ούκ ἔστι πολλά εἶναι μὴ ἐνὸς οντος, ουδέ μέγεθος μη ἀμεγέθους* εἴ γε τὸ μέγεθος εν ου τω αυτό εν, ἀλλὰ τῷ μετέχειν του εν και κατά σύμβασιν. δει τοίνυν είναι τὸ πρώτως καὶ κυρίως 35 πρὸ τοῦ κατὰ σύμβασιν* ἡ πῶς ἡ σύμβασις; καί ζητεῖν, τίς ὁ τρόπος τής συμβάσεως· τάχα γὰρ ἂν εὖρον τὸ μὴ κατὰ συμβεβηκός εν. λέγω δε κατά συμβεβηκός, ο τω μη αυτό εν, ἀλλὰ παρ’ άλλου.
1 U, Η-S2: αΰτο £νωσις wBxC, Perna: αότό cv Arnim (S' VjFII n. 315), H-S1.
1 This is the nearest Plotinus ever comes to any awareness that Stoic corporealism was not as gross and absurd as Platonist and Peripatetic opponents supposed. The Stoic conception of "body” was much subtler and more interesting than Plotinus represents it, here and elsewhere.
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they are calling matter body equivocally.1 But if three-dimensionality is the common characteristic of body, they are speaking of mathematical body; but if resistance accompanies three-dimensionality, then they are talking about something which is not one. And then resistance is a quale or derives from quality. And where did the resistance come from? And where the three-dimensional extension, and who extended it? For matter is not contained in the definition of three-dimensionality, nor three-dimensionality in the definition of matter. If then matter participates in magnitude, it would no longer be simple. Then where does its unification come from? For it is certainly not absolute unification, but by participation in unity. They should certainly have worked out that it is not possible to put mass in the first place of all, but that which is without mass and the one, and starting with the one to conclude in the many and starting with the sizeless to conclude in magnitudes, if it is not possible for many to be unless one is, nor size unless the sizeless is: if, that is, size is one not by being itself one but by participation in the one and a coming together. There must therefore be the primarily and properly [existent] before that [which exists] by coming together or how does the coming together occur? And one must enquire what is the manner of the coming together: for [if the Stoics had done so] they might perhaps have found the one which is not incidentally one. By "incidentally one” I mean that which is one not by being the one itself, but from another.
See S. Sambursky The Physics of the Stoics (London 1959), 29-44 (with interesting parallels to modern physics); A. A. Long Hellenistic Philosophy (London 1974), 152-8.
95
PLOTINUS: ENNEAD VI. 1.
27.	Ἐχρῆν δὲ καὶ ἄλλως τηρούντας τὴν αρχήν των πάντων ἐν τῷ τιμίω μη το άμορφον μηδὲ τὸ παθητόν μηδὲ τὸ ζωῆς άμοιρον καὶ άνόητον καὶ σκοτεινόν και τὸ αόριστον τίθεσθαι αρχήν, καὶ τοὐτῳ ἀναφέρειν καὶ 5 την ουσίαν, ο γὰρ θεὸς αὐτοῖς εὐπρεπείας ἕνεκεν ἐπεισάγεται παρά τε τῆς ὕλης ἔχων τὸ εἶναι καὶ σύνθετος και ύστερος, μάλλον δὲ ὕλη πως ἔχουσα. ἔπειτα εἰ υποκείμενον, ανάγκη άλλο είναι, ο ποιούν εις αυτήν ἔξω ἂν αυτής παρέχει αυτήν ύποκεΐσθαι τοῖς παρ’ 10 αυτού πεμπομένοις εις αυτήν, ει δ’ ἐν τῇ ὕλη καὶ αὐτὸς εἴη υποκείμενος και αυτός συν αυτή γενόμενος, οὐκέτι υποκείμενον τὴν ὕλην παρέσεται οὐδὲ μετὰ τῆς ὕλης αυτός υποκείμενον* τινι γὰρ υποκείμενα ἔσται οὐκέτι οντος τού πα ρέξοντος υποκείμενα αὐτὰ απάντων καταναλωθέντων εις τὸ λεγόμενον υποκείμενον; πρός τι 15 γὰρ τὸ υποκείμενον, ου προς τὸ ἐν αὐτῷ, ἀλλὰ πρὸς τὸ ποιούν εις αυτό κείμενον, και τό υποκείμενον ύπόκειται προς τό οὐχ υποκείμενον* ει τούτο, προς τό έξω, ώστε παραλελειμμένον αν είη τούτο, ει δε οὐδὲν δέονται άλλου εξωθεν, αυτό δὲ πάντα δύναται γίγνεσθαι 20 σχηματιζόμενον, ώσπερ ο τῇ όρχήσει πάντα αυτόν ποιων, ούκέτ αν υποκείμενον είη, ἀλλ’ αὐτὸ τὰ πάντα, ως γὰρ ὁ ορχηστής οὐχ υποκείμενον τοΐς σχήμασιν— ενέργεια γὰρ αυτού τα άλλα—ούτως οὐδὲ ἣν λέγουσιν ἔσται τοῖς πᾶσιν υποκείμενον, ει τα άλλα παρ αυτής 25 είη· μάλλον δὲ οὐδὲ τὰ ἄλλα ὅλως ἔσται, εἴ γε πως * IV.
1 Α brief allusion to one of Plotinus’ favourite images, that Of the cosmic dancer: cp. III. 2.16. 24-27 and 17. 8-11;
IV. 4.33. 6-25,
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27.	And in other ways, also, they ought to keep the principle of all things in the place of honour, and not to posit as principle the shapeless nor that which is without share in life and unintelligent and dark and is the indefinite, and then to attribute substance to this. For they bring in God for the sake of appearances, [a God] who has his being from matter and is composite and posterior, or rather is matter in a certain state. Then if matter is the substrate [or subject] there must necessarily be something else which acts upon it, being external to it, and makes it to be subjected to the things which are sent into matter by it. But if God himself was subjected in matter and himself came into being along with it, he will no longer make matter a subject, nor will he be the subject [or substrate] along with matter: for to what will they be substrates, when there will be nothing to make them substrates since everything has been used up in the so-called substrate? For the substrate is substrate in relation to something, not to what is in itself but to what acts upon it as it lies subjected. And the substrate is subjected in relation to what is not substrate: that is, to what is external, so that this would just have been left out. But if they do not require anything from outside, but the substrate itself is capable of becoming everything by being figured, like the dancer who in his dance makes himself everything,1 then it will no longer be the substrate, but itself everything. For as the dancer is not the substrate of the figures—for all the rest are his active actuality—so what they call matter will not be the subject of all things, if all the rest come from it; or rather, all the rest will not even exist, if master in a certain state is all the rest, just
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Ζχουσα ὕλη τὰ άλλα, ὦς πως ἔχων [ο]1 ορχουμενος τα σχήματα, εἰ δὲ τὰ άλλα ουκ εσται, ουδέ ολως υποκείμενον αὕτη, οὐδὲ τῶν ὄντων η υλη, αλλα υλη μόνον οὖσα τούτῳ αὐτῷ οὐδὲ ὕλη* πρός τι γὰρ η υλη. το γὰρ πρός τι πρὸς ἄλλο καὶ ἐκ τοῦ αυτόν γένους, οἷον διπλάσιον πρὸς ἥμισυ, οὐκ ουσία προς διπλάσιον ον δε πρὸς μὴ ἂν πώς προς τι, εἰ μὴ κατὰ συμβεβηκός; τὸ δὲ καθ’ αὐτὸ ἂν καὶ ἡ ὕλη ἂν πρὸς ἂν. ει γὰρ δὑναμίς εστιν, ὅ μέλλει ἔσεσθαι, εκείνο δὲ μὴ οὐσία, ουδ’ ἂν αυτἡ οὐσία* ὥστε συμβαίνει αὐτοῖς αἰτιωμένοις τοὺς εκ μὴ ουσιών ουσίας ποιοϋντας.αυτούς ποιεῖν εξ ουσίας μὴ ουσίαν· ὸ γὰρ κόσμος καθόσον κόσμος ούκ ουσία, άτοπον δὲ την μὲν ὕλην τὸ υποκείμενον ουσίαν, τα δὲ σώματα μη μάλλον ουσίας, και τούτων μάλλον μη τον κόσμον ουσίαν, ἀλλ’ ἣ μόνον, καθόσον μόριον αυτού, ουσίαν· καὶ τὸ ζῷον μὴ παρά τής ψυχής ἔχειν τὴν ουσίαν, παρά δὲ τῆς ὕλης μόνον, και την ψυχήν πάθημα ύλης και ϋστ€ρον. παρά τίνος οὖν ἔσχεν ἡ ὕλη τὸ έψυχώσθαι, και ολως τής ψυχής ή ὑπόστασις; πῶς δὲ ἡ ὕλη ὁτὲ μὲν σώματα γίνεται, ἄλλο 3ὲ αυτής ψυχή; και γὰρ εἰ ἄλλοθεν π ρο σ ίο ι το εἶδος, οὐδαμῆ ψυχή αν γένοιτο ποιότητος προσελθοὑσης τῇ ὕλη, ἀλλὰ σώματα άψυχα, εἰ δέ τι αυτήν πλάττοι και ψυχήν ποιοι, προ τής γινόμενης ψυχής ἔσται ἡ ποιούσα ψυχή.
1 del. Igal, H-S2.
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as the dancer in a certain state is the figures. But if all the rest are not going to exist, this matter will not in any way be a substrate, and not the matter of existing things, but, since it is purely and simply matter, will by this very fact not be matter: for matter is relative. For the relative is in relation to something else, and something of the same genus, double to half for instance, not substance to double; but how is being to non-being a relation, except incidentally? But the relation of being in itself to matter is one of being. For if it is potentiality, which is going to be, and that is not substance, it will not be itself substance; so that this is what happens to the Stoics: they blame those who make substances out of non-substances, but themselves make non-substance out of substance; for their universe, in so far as it is universe, is not substance. But it is absurd that matter, the substrate, is substance, but bodies are not more substantial and the universe more substantial than bodies, [but the universe according to them] is only substance in so far as it is a part of the substrate; and that the Living Being does not have its substantiality from soul but only from matter, and that the soul is an affection of and posterior to matter. From what, then, did matter derive its en-soulment, and in general from what did the real existence of soul derive? And why does matter sometimes become bodies, but another part of it becomes soul? For, even if the form comes from somewhere else, soul would in no way come into being when quality comes to matter, but soulless bodies. But if something moulds matter and makes soul, the soul which makes will be prior to the soul which comes to
99
PLOTINUS: ENNEAD VI. 1.
28.	Ἀλλὰ γὰρ πολλών οντων των λεγομένων πρὸς την ὑπόθεσιν ταντην τούτων μὲν παυστόον, μὴ καὶ ατοπον ἦ τὸ πρὸς οὕτω φανερἀν άτοπίαν φιλονεικεῖν, δεικνὑντα, ὅτι τὸ μὴ ἂν ὡς τὸ μάλιστα ον προτάττουσι 5 καὶ τὸ ύστατον πρώτον, αίτιον δὲ ἡ αἴσθησις αυτοῖς ἡγεμὼν γενομένη καὶ πίστη εἰς αρχών και τῶν άλλων θέσιν. τὰ γὰρ σώματα νομίοαντες εἶναι τὰ ὄντα, εἶτα αὐτῶν τὴν μεταβολήν εἰς ἄλληλα φοβηθέντες τὸ μένον ὑπ’ αὐτὰ τοῦτο ωηθησαν το ον εἶναι, ὥσπερ ἂν ει τις μάλλον τον τόπον η τα σώματα νομίοειεν εἶναι τὸ ὅν, 10 ὅτι οὐ φθείρεται ὁ τόπος νομίσας. καίτοι και οντος αντοΐς μένει, ἔδει δὲ οὐ τὸ ὁπωσοῦν μόνον νομίσαι το ον, άλλα ἰδεἶν πρότερον, τινα δεῖ προ σεῖναι τῷ αληθώς οντι, οίς οΰσιν ύπάρχειν και το αει μένειν. οὑδὲ γάρ, εἰ σκιὰ ἀεὶ μόνοι παρακολουθούσα άλλοιονμόνω άλλω, μάλλον 15 ὲστιν ἣ εκείνο, τό τε αισθητόν μετ’ ἐκείνου καὶ άλλων πολλών τω πλήθει μάλλον αν τὸ ὅλον ἂν εἴη ἡ ἐν τι τῶν ἐν ἐκείνῳ* εἰ δὲ δὴ καὶ τὸ ὅλον [υπόβαθρα ἐκεῖνο]1 μη ον, πώς αν (υπόβαθρα}1 όκ€ΐνο; πάντων τε θαυμαστότατον το τη αἰσθήσει πιστονμόνους ἕκαστα τὸ 20 μη τη αἰσθήσει άλωτόν τίθεσθαι ὅν. οὐδὲ γὰρ ὀρθῶς τὸ άντιτνπός αυτή διδὁασι* ποιότης γὰρ τοῦτο, εἰ δὲ τῷ νῷ Λέγουσι λαβεῖν, άτοπος 6 νους οντος 6 την ύλην αυτού προτάξας και το ον αυτή δεδωκώς, ἀλλ’ οὐχ αὐτῷ. ουκ
1 Theiler. .
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28.	But, though there are many things which are said against this hypothesis, we must stop here for fear that it may be absurd to strive for victory with so manifest an absurdity by showing that they give non-being the first rank as that which is most of all being and so rank the last first. The cause of this is that sense-perception became their guide and they trusted it for the placing of principles and the rest. For they considered that bodies were the real beings, and, since they were afraid of their transformation into each other, they thought that what persisted under them was reality, as if someone thought that place rather than bodies was real being, considering that place does not perish. Yet place also does persist for them, but they ought not to have considered that what persists in any kind of way was real being, but to see first what characteristics must belong to what is truly real, on the existence of which persistence for ever depends. For if a shadow always persisted which accompanied a being in process of alteration, it would not exist more than that being. And the sense-world with that [persistent substrate] and many other things would by its multiplicity be more real, being the whole, than any one of the things in it; but if indeed the whole is not real, how could that [substrate] be its foundation? But the most extraordinary of all is that, though they are assured of the existence of each and every thing by sense-perception, they posit as real being what cannot be apprehended by sense. For they do not rightly attribute resistance to it: resistance is a quality. But if they say they grasp it by intellect, it is an odd sort of intellect which ranks matter before itself and attributes rejal being to matter but not to itself. So,
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ῶν οὖν ὁ νοῦς αντοΐς πῶς αν πιστός ει η περί τῶν κυριωτερων αυτού λέγων και ουδαμῇ αυτοῖς συγγενής ῶν; ἀλλὰ περὶ μὲν ταὑτης τῆς φὑσεως καὶ τῶν υποκείμενων ἰκανῶς καὶ εν αλλοις.
29.	Τὰ δὲ ποιὰ αντοΐς ἕτερα μὲν δεἷ εἶναι τῶν υποκείμενων, καὶ λέγουσιν ου γαρ αν αυτα δεύτερα κατηρίθμουν. εἰ τοίνυν ἕτερα, δει αυτα και απλα είναι* εἰ τούτο, μὴ σύνθετα* εἰ τούτο, μηδ ύλην εχειν, ἧ ποια· εἰ τοῦτο, ἀσώματα εἶναι καὶ δραστήρια* ἡ γὰρ ὕλη πρὸς τὸ πάσχειν αντοΐς ὑπόκειται. ει δε σύνθετα, πρώτον μεν ἄτοπος ἡ διαίρεσις ἁπλᾶ καὶ σὑνθετα αντιδιαστελλουσα καὶ ταῦτα ὑφ’ ἐν γένος, ἔπειτα ἐν θατέρῳ τῶν ειδών τὸ ἕτερον τιθείσα, ὥσπερ ἂν τις διαιρῶν τὴν επιστήμην την μεν γραμματικήν λεγοι, την δὲ γραμματικήν και ἄλλο τι. εἰ δὲ τὰ ποιὰ ὕλην ποιαν λεγοιεν, πρώτον μεν οι λόγοι αντοΐς εννλοι, ἀλλ’ οὐκ ἐν ὕλη γενόμενοι σύνθετόν τι ποιήσονσιν, ἀλλὰ πρὸ τοῦ συνθέτου δ ποιοῦσιν ἐξ ὕλης καὶ είδους ἔσονται* οὐκ ἄρα αυτοί είδη οὐδὲ λόγοι, ει δὲ λἐγοιεν μηδέν εἶναι τοὺς λόγους ή ύλην πως εχονσαν, τὰ ποιὰ δηλονότι πως ἔχοντα ερούσι και εν τω τρίτῳ γένει τακτέον, εἰ δὲ ἥδε ἡ σχέσις άλλη, τις ή διαφορά; ή δῆλον, ὅτι τό πως ἔχειν ἐνταῦθα ὑπόστασις μάλλον* καίτοι ει μὴ κάκεΐ ὑπόστασις, τί
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since their intellect is not real for them, how could it be trustworthy when it speaks about things more authentic than itself and is in no way related to them? But about this nature and about substrates we have spoken sufficiently elsewhere.
29.	Qualia for them must be different from the subject-substrates, and this is what they mean; otherwise they would not have counted them second. If then they are different, they must also be simple; if this is so, not composite; and if this is so, they must not have matter, in so far as they are qualia; and if this is so, they must be bodiless and active: for matter is subjected to them for passivity. But if they are composite, first of all the division is absurd which sets simples and composites over against one another, and that under one genus, and then puts the other one in each of the species, as if someone dividing knowledge said that one kind was literary knowledge and another literary knowledge plus something else. But if they were to say that qualia are qualified matter, first of all their rational forming principles will be immanent in matter; they will not make something composite when they have come to be in matter, but before the composite which they make they will be composed of matter and form; they will not, then, themselves be forms or forming principles. But if they were to say that the forming principles are nothing but matter in a certain state, they obviously will be saying that qualia are things in a certain state, and they ought to be classed in the third genus. But if this is a different kind of state, what is the difference? Now clearly in this case being in a certain state is more of an existence. But if it is not an existence there too, why do they count it
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καταριθμούσιν ὡς ἐν γένος ἡ είδος; οὐ γὰρ δὴ ὑπὸ τὸ αὐτὸ τὸ μὲν ὅν, τὸ δὲ οὐκ ἂν δὑναται εἶναι, ἀλλὰ τί τοῦτο τὸ ἐπὶ τῇ ὕλη πως ἔχον; ἡ γὰρ ὃν ἡ οὑκ ὅν καὶ εἰ ὸν, πάντως ἀσώματον εἰ δὲ οὐκ ὅν, μάτην λἐγεται, καὶ ὕλη μόνον, το δὲ ποιον ουδόν, ἀλλ’ οὐδὲ τό πως ἔχον ἔτι γὰρ μάλλον οὐκ ὅν. τὸ δὲ τέταρτον λεχθὲν καὶ πολλῷ μάλλον, μόνον ον ἄρα ὕλη. τίς οὖν τούτο φησι ν; οὐ γὰρ δὴ αὐτὴ ἡ ὕλη. εἰ μὴ ἄρα αὐτή* πὼς γὰρ ἔχουσα ὁ νους* καίτοι το 'πως ἔχουσα” προσθήκη κενή. ἡ ὕλη ἄρα λἐγει ταῦτα καὶ καταλαμβάνει. καὶ εἰ μὲν ἔλεγεν €μφρονα, θαύμα αν ἦν, πώς καὶ νοεί καὶ ψυχῆς ἔργα ποιεῖ οὔτε νοῦν οὔτε ψυχὴν ἔχουσα, ει δ αφρονωζ λόγοι αὐτὴν τιθείσα ὃ μὴ ἔστι μηδὲ δὑναται, τινι ταύτην δεῖ άνατιθόναι την άφροσννην; ή, εἰ ἔλεγεν, αυτή· νῦν δὲ οὔτε λέγει ἑκείνη, ὅ τε λέγων πολὺ τὸ παρ’ εκείνης ἔχων λἐγει, ὅλος μὲν ῶν ἐκείνης, εἰ καὶ μόριον ψυχής1 ἐχοι, άγνοια δὲ αυτού και δυνάμεως τῆς λέγειν τάληθή π€ρί των τοιούτων δυναμόνης.
30.	Ἐν δὲ τοῖς πως ίχουσιν άτοπον μὲν ίσως τα πως ἔχοντα τρίτα τίθεσθαι ἡ όπωσούν τάξεως εχει. επειδή περὶ την ύλην πως ἔχοντα πάντα, ἀλλὰ διαφοράν των πως όχόντων φήσουσιν εἶναι και άλλως πως εχειν την ὕλην ὡδὶ και ούτως, άλλως δὲ ἐν τοίς πως εχουσι. και
1	μόριον ψυχής Igal, H—S2: μόνον ψυχήν Enil.: ψυχήν Theiler,
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as one genus or species? For certainly that which is and that which is not cannot be under the same genus. But what is this being in a certain state imposed upon matter? It is either existent or nonexistent; and if it is existent, it is altogether bodiless; but if it is non-existent, it is an empty appellation and there is only matter, but the quale is nothing. But neither is the thing in a certain state anything: for it is still more non-existent. And the fourth class mentioned is even still more non-existent. So, then, only matter is existent. Who, then, asserts this? Not, presumably, matter. But perhaps matter does assert it: for matter in a certain state is intellect; though the "in a certain state” is a meaningless addition. Matter, then, says this and understands it. And if it talked sense, it would be surprising how it thinks and does the works of soul, when it has neither intellect nor soul. But if it was talking senselessly, making itself what it is not and cannot be, to whom should we attribute the senselessness? Well, if it did speak, to itself; but, as things are, matter does not speak, but the speaker speaks with a large contribution from matter, to which he entirely belongs; even if he has a bit of soul, he speaks in ignorance of himself and of the power which is able to speak the truth about such things.
30.	In the case of things in a certain state, it is perhaps absurd to put things in a certain state third, or however they are placed in the order, since everything in a certain state is in relation to matter. But they will say that things in a certain state have a distinctive difference and that it is one thing for matter to be in this or that particular state, but something else in the case of things in a certain
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ἔτι τὰ μὲν ποιὰ περὶ την ύλην πως ἔχοντα, τὰ ἰδίως δέ πως ἔχοντα περὶ τὰ ποια, ἀλλὰ τῶν ποιων αυτών οὐδὲν ἡ ὕλης πως ἐχοὑσης ὄντων πάλιν τα πως ἔχοντα ἐπὶ την ύλην αὐτοῖς ανατρέχει και περί την ύλην ἔσται, πῶς δὲ ἐν τό πως ἔχον πολλής διαφοράς εν αντοΐς οΰσης; πώς γὰρ τὸ τρίπηχυ και το λευκόν εις εν, τοῦ μεν ποσού, τοῦ δὲ ποιου οντος; πώς δε το ποτε καί τὸ που; πώς δε ὅλως πως ἔχοντα τὸ χθὲς καὶ τὸ πέρυσι καί το εν Αυκίω και ’Ακαδημία; καί ὅλως πῶς δὲ ὁ χρόνος πως ἔχων; ούτε γὰρ αυτός ούτε τα εν αὐτῷ τῷ χρόνω, ούτε τα εν τω τόπῳ οὔτε ὁ τόπος. τὸ δὲ ποιεῖν πῶς πως ἔχον; ἐπεὶ οὐδ’ ὁ ποιῶν πως ἔχων, ἀλλὰ μάλλον πως ποιῶν ἡ ὅλως οὔ πως,1 ἀλλὰ ποιῶν μόνον· καὶ ὁ πασχών ου πως ἔχων,
ἀλλὰ μάλλον πως πασχών η ὅλως πάσχων ούτως. ἴσως δ* ἂν μόνον αρμόσει επί τού κεΐσθαι το “πῶς ἔχων” καὶ ἐπὶ τοῦ ἔχειν επί δε τού ἔχειν οὐ “πὼς ἔχων”, ἀλλὰ “ἔχων”, τὸ δὲ προς τι, εἰ μεν μη ὑφ’ ἐν τοῖς αλλοις ετίθεσαν, έτερος λόγος ἦν αν ζητούντων ει τινα διδόασιν ύπόστασιν ταῖς τοιαύταις σχέσεσι, πολλαχοὺ οὐ διδόντων. ἔτι δ’ ἐν γένει τῷ αὐτῷ <πὸ)2 έπιγινόμενον πράγμα τοΐς ηδη οΰσιν άτοπον συντάττειν [τὸ ἐπι-γινόμενον]3 εἰς ταύτόν γένος τοΐς πρότερον οΰσγ δει
1	Gollwitzer: οόκ ών BxUC, Creuzer: οΰκ ὅν w, Perna.
2	H-S.
3	del. Kircfyhoff.
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state, and, besides, that qualia are in a certain state in relation to matter, but the things which are specifically in a certain state are so in relation to qualia. But, if the qualia themselves are nothing but matter in a certain state, again the things in a certain state go back for the Stoics to matter and are so in relation to matter. But how is the class of things in a certain state one when there is a great deal of difference between them? For how can the "three-cubits-long” and the "white” [be got] into one class, when one of them is quantitative and the other qualitative? And how the when and the where? And how altogether are "yesterday” and "last year” and "in the Lyceum” and "in the Academy” in a certain state? And, generally speaking, how is time in a certain state? For time is not so, nor are the things in time itself, nor the things in place nor place. But how is doing being in a certain state? Since the doer is not existing in a certain state but doing in a certain way, or not at all in a certain way, but just doing; and the one who is affected is not existing in a certain state but rather being affected in a certain way or simply being affected like this. But perhaps "being in a certain state” will only fit position and possession; but in the case of possession one is not "in possession of a certain state” but "in possession”. But as regards the relative, if they did not class it under one genus with the other [things in a certain state] it would take another discussion to enquire if they give any reality to such [relative] states, since they often do not do so. And again it is absurd to put a thing which is subsequent to things already existing into the same genus as the things
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γὰρ πρότερον ἐν καὶ δὑο εἶναι, Γνα καὶ ἡμισυ και διπλάσιον.
Περί δὲ τῶν ὅσοι ἄλλως τὰ ὄντα ἡ τὰς ἀρχὰς τῶν ὄντων ἔθεντο, εἴτε ἄπειρα είτε πεπερασμένα, εἴτε 30 σώματα εἴτε ἀσώματα, ἡ καὶ τὸ συναμφότερον, χωρίς περὶ έκαστων ἔξεστι ζητεῖν λαμβανονσι και τα τταρα των αρχαίων ττρος τὰς δόξας αυτών ειρημενα.
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which were there before: for one and two must be there first for there to be half and double.
But as for all the others who have made other assumptions about beings or the principles of beings, whether they said they were infinite or limited, bodies or bodiless, or both, one is free to enquire about each and every one of them, taking into account as well what the ancients said against their opinions.
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VI. 2. (43) ΠΕΡΙ ΤΩΝ ΓΕΝΩΝ ΤΟΥ ΟΝΤΟΣ ΔΕΥΤΕΡΟΝ
1. Ἐπεὶ δὲ περὶ τῶν λεγομένων δέκα γενῶν ἐπέσκεπται, εἴρηται δὲ καὶ περὶ τῶν εἰς ἐν αγόντων γόνος τα πάντα τέτταρα ὑπὸ τὸ ἕν οἷον εἴδη τιθέμενων, ακόλουθον αν εἴη εἰπεῖν, τί ποτε ἡμῖν περί τούτων 5 φαίνεται τὰ δοκοϋντα ή μιν πει ρωμένοις εἰς την Τίλάτωνος ἀνάγειν δόξαν, εἰ μὲν οὖν ἐν ἔδει τίθεσθαι τὸ ὅν, ουδόν αν ἔδει ζητεῖς, οὔτ’ εἰ γόνος ἕν ἐπὶ πᾶσιν, ούτε εἰ γένη μὴ ὑφ’ ἕν, οὔτ’ εἰ άρχάς, οὔτε εἰ τὰς ἀρχὰς καὶ γένη τὰς αύτάς δεῖ τίθεσθαι, οὔτε εἰ τὰ γένη καὶ ἀρχὰς 10 τὰ αὐτὰ, ἡ τὰς μὲν άρχάς άπάσας καί γένη, τὰ δὲ γένη οὐκ άρχάς, ἡ ἀνάπαλιν, ἡ ἐφ’ όκατόρων τινας μὲν άρχάς καί γένη καί τινα γένη καὶ άρχάς, ἡ ἐπὶ μὲν τῶν ότόρων πάντα καί θάτερα, ἐπὶ δὲ τῶν ότόρων τινα καὶ θάτερα. ἐπεὶ δὲ οὐχ ἕν φαμεν τὸ ὅν—διότι δἐ, εἴρηται καὶ τῷ Ιδ Πλάτωνι καί ότόροις—άναγκαίον ίσως γίγνεται καί
1	The critical discussion of the ten Aristotelian categories occupies the first 24 chapters of VI. 1, of the Stoic categories the last 6. Note the importance which Plotinus gives here to the highest Stoic genus, τι (cp. VI. 1. 25 and below lines 21-5), which he did not quite understand and which annoyed him particularly, perhaps because Severus the Middle Platonist, who was read in his school (Life ch. 14, 11), had taken it seriously and used it in his exegesis of the Timaeus: see below n. 1, p. 112.
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VI. 2. ON THE KINDS
OF BEING II
1. Now that our enquiry about what are called the ten genera has been completed, and we have spoken about those who bring all things into one genus and posit four species of a sort under the one,1 the next thing would be to say how these things look to us, trying to lead back our own thoughts to the thought of Plato. Now if it was necessary to assume that being is one, there would be no need to investigate whether there is one genus over all, or whether the genera cannot be classed under one, or whether the principles [can or cannot be], or whether one should assume that principles are the same as genera or genera as principles, or whether all the principles are also genera but the genera not [all] principles, or the other way round, or whether in both groups some principles are also genera and some genera also principles, or whether in one group all are the others, but in the other some are also the others.2 But since we maintain that being is not one—Plato and others have explained why3—it becomes, per-
2	On the difference between principles and genera see ch. 2, 15-19. It is of great importance for Plotinus’ exegesis of the Sophist.
3	The reference to Plato is to Sophist 244B-245C and Parmenides 141C9-10. 'Others”; Aristotle and the Stoics; cp. VI. 1.1. 5r-9.
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περὶ τούτων ἐπισκέψασθαι πρότερον εἰς μέσον θέντας, τινα αριθμόν λέγομεν καὶ πῶς. ἐπεὶ οὖν περί του οντος ἡ τῶν ὄντων ζητουμεν, ἀναγκαίον πρώτον παρ’ αὐτοῖς διελέσθαι τάδε, τί τε τὸ ον λέγομεν, περί οὖ ἡ σκέψις ὀρθῶς γίνοιτο νυνὶ, καὶ τί δοκεῖ μὲν ἄλλοις εἶναι ὅν, 20 γινόμενον δὲ αὐτὸ λέγομεν εἶναι, ὅντως δὲ οὐδέποτε ὅν. δεῖ δὲ νοεῖν ταῦτα ἀπ’ ἀλλήλων διῃρημένα οὐχ ὡς γένους του τὶ εἰς ταύτα διῃρημένου, οὐδ’ όντως οἵεσθαι τον Πλάτωνα πεποιηκέναι. γελοιον γὰρ ὑφ’ ἐν θέσθαι τὸ ὸν τῷ μὴ ὅντι, ὧσπερ ἂν εἴ τις Σωκράτη ὑπὸ τὸ αὐτὸ 25 θεἷτο καὶ τὴν τούτον €ΐκόνα. τὸ γὰρ “διελέσθαι ἐνταὐθά ὲστι τὸ αφορία αι καὶ χωρίς θεἰναι. καὶ τὸ δόξαν ον εἶναι εἰπειν οὐκ εἶναι ὸν, ὐποδειξαντα αντοΐς άλλο το ως αληθώς ον εἶναι, καὶ προστιθεὶς τῷ ὅντι τὸ “αει” ὐπὲδειβεν, ὡς δεῖ τὸ ἂν τοιούτον εἶναι, οἷον μηδέποτε 30 ψεὑδεσθαι τὴν του οντος φύσιν. περί δὴ τούτον τον οντος λέγοντες καὶ περὶ τούτον ως οὐχ ἐνὸς οντος σκεψόμεθα· ὕστερον δέ, εἰ δοκει, καὶ περὶ γενέσεως καὶ του γινομένου καὶ κόσμον αισθητού τι ὲροῦμεν.
2. Ἐπεὶ οὖν οὐχ ἐν φαμεν, ἆρα αριθμόν τινα η άπειρον; πῶς γὰρ δὴ τὸ οὐχ εν; ἡ ἐν άμα καί πολλά λέγομεν, καί τι ποικίλον ἐν τὰ πολλά εἶν ἐν ἔχον. ανάγκη τοίννν τούτο το όντως ἐν ἡ τῷ γένει ἐν εἶναι, 1 2
1	Timaeus 27D5. The attack here is clearly on a Stoicising Platonist exegesis of this passage, probably that of Severus (Proclus In Tim. vol. I, p.227,13-18 Diehl).
2	In VI. 3.
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haps, compulsory to enquire about these points, centring our discussion first on what number [of kinds of being] we intend and in what sense. Since, then, we are enquiring about being or beings, we must in our discussion first of all make a distinction between what we call being, about which at present our investigation would be correctly conducted, and what others think is being, but we call it becoming, and say that it is never really real. But in thinking of these two classes which are distinct from each other one must not think of them as if there was a genus of "something” divided into them, or suppose that Plato made this division. For it is absurd to put being under one genus with non-being, as if one were to put Socrates and his portrait under one genus. For "making a distinction” here1 means marking off and setting apart, and saying that what seems to be being is not being, [and by this Plato] indicates to them that what is truly being is something else. And by prefixing "always” to being he indicated that being must be of such a kind as never to belie the nature of being. So we are speaking of this being, and this is the being about which we shall enquire on the assumption that it is not one; afterwards,2 if it seems proper, we shall say something about becoming and what comes to be and the universe perceived by the senses.
2. Since, then, we maintain that being is not one, do we say that it is a number or infinite? What do we really mean by "not one”? Now we say that it is at the same time one and many, and that it is a richly variegated one keeping its many together in one. It is therefore necessary that this, which is one in this way, should either be generically one, and the
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εἴδη δ’ αυτού τα ὄντα, οἶς πολλὰ καί ἐν, ἡ πλείω ἐνὸς γένη, ὑφ’ ἐν δὲ τὰ πάντα, η πλείω μὲν γένη, μηδὲν δὲ ἄλλο ὑπ’ άλλο, ἀλλ’ έκαστον περιεκτικόν των υπ* αυτό, ειτε καί αυτών γενών ελαττόνων οντων ἡ εἰδῶν καὶ ὑπὸ τούτοις ατόμων, συντελεῖν ἅπαντα εἰς μίαν φύσιν καὶ ἐκ πάντων τω νοητώ κόσμω, ον δὴ λέγομεν τὸ ὅν, την σύστασιν εἶναι, εἰ δὴ τούτο, ου μόνον γένη ταύτα εἶναι, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἀρχὰς τού οντος άμα ύπάρχειν γένη μέν, ὅτι ὐπ’ αὐτὰ ἄλλα γένη έλάττω και εἴδη μετὰ τούτο καί άτομα· ἀρχὰς δέ, εἰ τὸ ον ούτως ἐκ πολλών καὶ ἐκ τούτων το ολον ὑπάρχει. εἰ μέντοι πλείω μεν ἦν ἐξ ὧν, συνελθόντα 8ε τα ολα εποίει το παν άλλο1 ούκ ἔχοντα ὑπ’ αυτά, άρχαι μεν αν ἦσαν, γένη δὲ οὐκ ἄν* οἷον εἴ τις ἐκ τῶν τεσσάρων εποίει το αισθητόν, πυρός και τῶν τοιούτων* ταῦτα γὰρ άρχαι αν ἦσαν, γένη δὲ οὔ* εἰ μὴ όμωνύμως το γένος. λέγοντες τοίνυν και γένη τινα είναι, τα δ’ αὐτὰ καὶ άρχάς, ἆρα τὰ μὲν γένη, έκαστον μετά τῶν ὑπ’ αυτά, ὁμοῦ μιγνύντες ἀλλήλοις τὰ πάντα, τὸ ολον άποτελούμεν και σύγκρασιν ποιούμεν απάντων; άλλα δυνάμει, ούκ ενεργεία έκαστον οὐδὲ καθαρόν αυτό έκαστον ἔσται, ἀλλὰ τὰ μεν γένη εάσομεν, τα δὲ καθέκαστον μίξομεν; τινα οὖν ἔσται ἐφ’ αυτών τα γένη; η ἔσται κάκεΐνα ἐφ’ αυτών και καθαρά, και τα μιχθέντα
1 coniecimus: ἀλλ’ wBxC: ἀλλ’ Creuzer (α/ία Ficinus): om. U.	✓
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beings its species, by which it is many and one; or that it should be more genera than one, but all [grouped] under one; or that there should be more genera, but none of them subordinated to any other, but each including those below it (whether they themselves are lesser genera or species with individuals [grouped] under them) and all contributing to one nature; the intelligible universe, which is certainly what we call being, would be constructed from all of them. If this is so, these must certainly not only be genera but at the same time also principles of being: genera, because there are other lesser genera under them and subsequently species and individuals; principles, if being is thus composed of many and the whole derives its existence from these. If then there were a number of originative constituents and they came together as wholes and made the all while having nothing else subordinated to them, they would be principles, but not genera; as if someone made the sense-world out of the four elements, fire and such: for these would be principles, but not genera; unless "genus” is used equivocally. If we say, then, that they are a kind of genera, but that these same genera are also principles, then shall we achieve the completion of the whole by mixing the genera, all of them, together with each other, each with the things which come under it, and make a blend of everything? But then each and every thing will be potential and not actual, and each will not be itself in a pure state. But shall we let the genera go and mix up the individuals? What then will the genera by themselves be? They will be by themselves and pure and their mixed-up members will not abolish them. And how
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οὑκ ἀπολεῖ αὐτὰ. καὶ πῶς; ἡ ταῦτα μὲν εις ύστερον νυν δ’ ἐπεὶ συγκεχωρήκαμεν καὶ γένη εἶναι καὶ προσέτι καὶ τῆς ουσίας ἀρχὰς καὶ τρόπον ετερον αρχας και σὑνθεσιν, πρώτον λεκτέον πόσα λέγομεν γένη και πώς 30 διίσταμεν ἀπ’ ἀλλήλων αὐτὰ καὶ οὐχ ὐφ’ ἐν ἄγομεν, ώσπερ ἐκ τύχης σννελθόντα και εν τι πεποιηκοτα* καίτοι πολλω εύλογώτερον ὑφ’ ἐν. ἡ, ει μεν ει8η οιον τε ἦν του οντος ἅπαντα εἶναι και ἐφεξῆς τούτοις τα ατομα καὶ μηδὲν τούτων ἔξω, ἦν ἂν ἴσως ποιεῖν όντως, επειδή 35 δὲ ἡ τοιαὑτη θέσις ἀναίρεσις ἐστιν αὐτῆς—οὐδὲ γὰρ τὰ εἵδη εἴδη ἔσται, οὐδ’ ὅλως πολλὰ ὑφ’ ἐν, αλλα πάντα εν, μὴ ετερον η ετέρων1 ἔξω εκείνον τού ενός οντων* πώς γὰρ ἂν πολλὰ ἐγένετο τὸ ἐν, ὥστε καὶ εἴδη γεννησαι, ει μη τι ἦν παρ’ αὐτὸ άλλο; ον γὰρ εαυτω πολλά, ει μη τις 40 ὡς μέγεθος κερματίζει2' ἀλλὰ καὶ όντως έτερον το κερματίζον. ει δ’ αὐτὸ κερματιεΐ η ὅλως διαιρήσει, προ του διαιρεθήναι ἔσται διηρημένον. ταύτη μεν οὖν καὶ δι ἄλλα πολλά ἀποστατέον τοῦ *γένος εν”, και οτ ι οὐχ οἷόν τε έκαστον ότιονν ληφθεν η ον η ουσίαν λέγειν, ει δέ 45 τις λέγοι ον, τω σνμβεβηκέναι φησει, οιον ει λευκόν λέγοι την ουσίαν' ον γὰρ ὅπερ λευκόν λεγει.
1	Kirchhoff: ἐτἐρον Enn.
2	coniecimus: -αει wU (vix recte, sed cf. μερίσει? VI. 4. 8. 20): -cr^BxC: -ει Volkmann.
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can this be? We will discuss this later1; but now, since we have agreed that there are genera, and further that they are principles of substance and principles and a composition in another way, first it must be stated how many genera we say there are and how we distinguish them from each other and do not bring them under one, as if they came together by chance and made some one thing; yet it would be much more reasonable if they did come under one. Now, if it was possible for them all to be species of being, with the individuals immediately subsequent to them, and nothing outside these, it might perhaps be possible to proceed like this. But since such an arrangement would be the abolition of substance— fof the species would not be species, nor altogether would there be many under one, but all would be one, and there would be no other or others outside that one: for how could the one become many, so as to generate species, unless there was something else besides itself? For it could not by its own means become many, unless somebody cuts it up like a magnitude; but even so the cutter would be another. But if it is going to do the cutting up, or in general the dividing, itself, it will be divided before the division. Thus, and for many other reasons, we must abandon the "one genus”, also because it is not possible to take any and every individual thing and call it being or substance. But if one does call it substance, one will do so by incidental predication, as if one called substance white: for one is not speaking of what is [essentially] white.
1	Ch. 19,12-17.
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3.	Πλείω μὲν δὴ λέγομεν εἶναι καὶ οὐ κατὰ τύχην πλείω, οὐκοῦν ἀφ’ ὲνός. ἡ, εἰ καὶ ἀφ’ ἐνός, οὐ κατηγορουμένου δὲ κατ’ αυτών ἐν τῷ εἶναι, ουδὲν κωλὑει έκαστον οὐχ ὸμοειδὲς ἂν ἄλλῳ χωρίς αὐτὸ εἶναι γἐνος. ἆρ’ οὖν έξωθεν τούτο των γενομένων γενῶν το αίτιον μέν, μὴ κατηγορούμενον δὲ τῶν άλλων ἐν τῷ τί ὲστιν; ἣ τὸ μὲν ἔξω* ἐπέκεινα γὰρ τὸ ἐν, ως αν μη συναριθμοὑμενον τοις γένεσιν, εἰ δι’ αὐτὸ τὰ άλλα, α επίσης ἀλλήλοις εἰς τὸ γένη εἶναι, καὶ πῶς εκείνο ου συνηρίθμηται; ἡ τὰ ὄντα ζητούμεν, ου το επέκεινα, τούτο μεν οὖν οὕτως* τί δὲ τὸ συναριθμοὑμενον; εφ ου και Θαυμάσειεν άν τις, πώς συναριθμοὑμενον τοῖς αίτιατοΐς. η, ει μεν ὑφ* ἐν γένος αυτό καί τα άλλα, άτοπον ει δὲ οἶς αίτιον συναριθμεΐται, ως αυτό το γένος καί τα άλλα εφεξής—καὶ ἔστι διάφορα τα εφεξής προς αυτό, καί ου κατηγορειται αυτών ως γένος ουδ άλλο τι κατ’ αυτών—ανάγκη καί αυτά γένη είναι εχοντα υφ αυτά, ουδέ γάρ, ει συ το βαδίζειν εγεννας, υπο σε ως γένος το βαδίζειν ἦν ἄν καὶ ει μηδέν ἦν πρὸ αυτού άλλο ως γένος αυτού, ἦν δὲ τὰ μετ’ αυτό, γένος αν ἡν το 1
1 This is the One-Being, the Second Hypostasis, sharply distinguished as usual from the Absolute One, the First Hypostasis; the subject of the One-Being and its relation to
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3.	We certainly say that there are several genera, and that it is not by accident that there are several. They derive therefore from one. Now, even if they do derive from one, but a one which is not included in the definition of their being, nothing prevents each one of them, since it has not the same specific form as another, from being itself a separate genus. Is then this one which is outside the genera which have come into being [from it] their cause, but not predicated in the definitions of what each of the others are? Yes, it is outside, for the One is transcendent, so as not to be numbered with the genera, if the others exist through it, which are on equal terms with each other as far as being genera goes. And how does it come about that it is not numbered with them? We are looking for beings, not what transcends being. So much, then, for this One; but what about the one which is numbered with the others1? One might wonder about this, how it is numbered with those caused by it. Now if it and the others were under one genus, it would be absurd; but if it is numbered with those of which it is the cause, as if it was the absolute genus and the others were subsequent— and the subsequents are different from it, and it is not predicated of them as their genus or anything else with reference to them—then they too must be genera, if they have things classed under them. For if you generated walking, walking would not be classed under you as its genus; and if there was nothing else before it as its genus, but there were things after it, walking would be a genus in the
beings, and why "one” is not a genus like "being”, is taken up again in ch. 9.
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βαδίζειν ἐν τοῖς ούσιν. ὅλως δὲ ἴσως οὐδὲ τὸ ἐν φατέον αίτιον τοίς αλλοις εἶναι, ἀλλ’ οἷον μέρη αυτού και οἷον στοιχεία αυτού και πάντα μίαν φύσιν μεριζομένην ταῖς ημών επινοίαις, αυτό δὲ εἶναι ὑπὸ δυνάμεως θαυμαστής ἐν εἰς πάντα, και φαινόμενον πολλά και γινόμενον 25 πολλά, οἷον ὅταν κινηθή κατά1 τὸ πολύνουν2 τής φύσε ως, ποιεῖν τὸ ἐν μη εν είναι, ημάς τε οἷον μοίρας αυτού προφέροντας ταύτας εν έκαστον τίθεσθαι καὶ γένος λέγειν αγνοούντας ὅτι μὴ ὅλον άμα εΐδομεν, ἀλλὰ κατά μέρος προφέροντες πάλιν αυτά συνάπτομεν ου 30 δυνάμενοι επί πολύν χρόνον αὐτὰ κατέχειν σπεύδοντα προς αυτά, διό πάλιν μεθίεμεν εις το δλον καί εώμεν εν γενέσθαι, μάλλον δε εν εἶναι, ἀλλὰ ἴσως σαφέστερα ταύτα ἔσται κάκείνων εγνωσμένων, ήν τὰ γένη λάβωμεν ὁπόσα· οὕτω γὰρ καὶ τὸ πώς. ἀλλ’ ἐπεὶ δεῖ 35 λέγοντα μὴ αποφάσεις λέγειν, αλλά καί εις έννοιαν και νόησιν ἰέναι τῶν λεγομένων, ὡδὶ ποιητέον.
4.	Εἰ την σώματος φύσιν ἰδεῖν έβουλόμεθα, οἷόν τι ὲστιν ἐν τῷδε τῷ ὅλῳ ἡ τοῦ σώματος αυτού φύσις, ἆρ’ οὑ καταμαθόντες επί τινος των μερών αυτού, ως ἔστι τὸ
1	Igal, Η-S2: και Εηη.
2	Igal, Η-S2: ττολύχνουν EBUC, Η-S1: ττολύχουν Α (duo puncta supra χ) x, Perna.
1 We thankfully accept here Igal’s excellent emendation πολύνουν (cp. ch. 21, 4). The reading with most MSS authority ττολύχνουν ("downiness” or "furriness”), printed in H-S1, can surely on reflection only commend itself to cats, and the ττολύχουν of other MSS, generally adopted by editors, is not used elsewhere by Plotinus and does not give as exactly apprppriate a sense.
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realm of real beings. But in general, perhaps not even the one should be asserted to be the cause of the others, but they are something like parts of it, and something like elements of it, and all one nature divided into parts by our conceptions, but [this one] itself is by a wonderful power one into all, both appearing all and becoming all, as if when it is in motion, and, by its nature’s fullness of intelligence,1 it makes the one be not one, and we bring forward as it were parts of it and posit these, each of them as one and call it a genus, being unaware that we do not know the whole all at once, but bring forward piece by piece and join them up again, being unable to hold them back for long as they hasten to themselves.2 Therefore we let them go into the whole, and allow them to become one, or rather to be one. But perhaps all this will be clearer when we know what is coming next, if we grasp how many genera there are: for this will tell us how they are. But since in our discourse we should not just make statements,3 but form some idea and come to some understanding of what is being said, we must proceed as follows.
4.	If we wanted to see the nature of body, [and asked ourselves] something like what the nature of body itself was in this [perceptible] universe, when we had got to know thoroughly in the case of one of
2	A good example of Plotinus’ continual insistence on the inadequacy of discursive reason to give an adequate account of the One-Being: cp. V. 8 (31). 5-6; VI. 7 (38). 35. 28-30; III. 5 (50). 9. 26-29 and Klaus Wurm Substanz und Qualitat (Berlin & New York 1973).
3	For Plotinus’ use of άπόφασις in the sense of "declaration’,!, "assertion”, cp. III. 7.1.9.
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μὲν ὡς υποκείμενον αὐτοῦ, οἷον ἐπὶ λίθου, τὸ δὲ ὁπόσον 5 αυτού, τὸ μέγεθος, τὸ δὲ ὁποῖον, οἷον τὸ χρώμα, καὶ ἐπὶ παντός άλλου σώματος εἵποιμεν ἄν, ὡς ἐν τῇ σώματος φύσει το μεν ἐστιν οἷον ουσία, το δέ ἐστι ποσόν, το δὲ ποιόν, ὁμοῦ μεν πάντα, τω δὲ λόγῳ διαιρεθέντα εις τρία, και σώμα αν ἦν ἐν τὰ τρία; εἰ δὲ 10 καὶ κίνησις αυτού παρῆν σύμφυτος τη συστάσει, και τούτο αν συνηριθμήσαμεν, και τα τέτταρα ἦν ἂν ἕν, και τὸ σώμα τὸ ἐν άπήρτιστο προς το εν και την αυτού φύσιν τοΐς άπασι. τον αυτόν δὴ τρόπον, επειδή περί ουσίας νοητής και τῶν ἐκει γενών και αρχών 6 λόγος ἐστίν, άφελόντας χρὴ τὴν ἐν τοῖς σώμασι γένεσιν και 15 την δι* αίσθήσεως κατανόησιν και τα μεγέθη—οὕτω γὰρ καὶ τὸ χωρίς και το διεστηκότα απ’ ἀλλήλων εἶναι—λαβεΐν τινα νοητήν ύπόστασιν καί ως αληθώς ον καί μάλλον εν. εν ώ καί το θαύμα πώς πολλά καί εν τὸ οὕτως εν. επί μεν γὰρ τῶν σωμάτων συγκεχώρηται τὸ 20 αυτό εν καί πολλά εἶναι· καί γὰρ εἰς άπειρα το αυτό, καί έτερον τὸ χρώμα καί τὸ σχήμα έτερον* καὶ γὰρ χωρίζεται, ει δέ τις λάβοι ψυχήν μίαν άδιάστατον άμεγέθη άπλούστατον, ως δόξει τῇ πρώτη τής διανοίας επιβολή, πώς αν τις έλπίσειε πολλά εύρη σε ιν πάλιν αύ; 25 καίτοι νομίσας εις τούτο τελευτάν, ὅτε διηρεΐτο τὸ ζῷον εἰς σώμα καί ψυχήν, καί σώμα μεν πολυειδές καί
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its parts—a stone for instance—that there was what functioned as its substrate, and its quantity, the magnitude, and its quality, colour for instance, should we not say in the case of every other body that there was what might be called substance, and quantity, and quality, all together, but divided by our reasoning into three, and that body was the three as one? But if it also had movement as a natural part of its constitution, and we counted this in as well, then the four also would be one, and the one body would be brought to completion by them all in respect of its unity and its own nature. In the same way, certainly, when the discussion is about intelligible substance and the genera and principles there, one must remove the coming into being in the sphere of bodies and the understanding through sense-perception and the magnitudes—for it is [because bodies have size in] this way that there is separation and they stand apart from each other— and grasp an intelligible existence and that which really and truly is and is more one. In this it is also remarkable how that which is one in this way is many and one. For in the case of bodies it has been agreed that the same body is one and many; for the same one [can be divided] to infinity, and its colour is different from its shape; for they are in fact separated. But if someone takes one soul, without spatial separation of parts, without magnitude, supremely simple, as it will seem at the first application of the mind to it, how would one expect to find that it was after all many? For one would have thought that one could stop at this, when one had divided the living being into soul and body, and found the bpdy multiform and composite and vari-
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σύνθετον καί ποικίλον, τὴν δὲ ψυχὴν ἐθάρρει ὡς απλοῦν εὑρὼν καὶ ἀναπαύσασθαι τῆς πορείας ἐλθὼν ἐπ’ αρχήν. ταύτην τοίνυν την ψυχήν, ἐπειδήπερ ἐκ τού νοητού τόπου προεχειρίοθη ἡμῖν, ὡς ἐκεῖ τὸ σώμα ἐκ 30 τοῦ αισθητού, λάβωμεν, πῶς τὸ ἐν τούτο πολλά εστι, και πώς τα πολλά ἕν ὲστιν, οὐ σύνθετον ἐν ἐκ πολλών, άλλα μία φύσις πολλά· διὰ γὰρ τούτου ληφθέντος καί φανερού γενομένου καὶ τὴν περί τῶν γενῶν τῶν εν τῷ ὅντι ἔφαμεν ἀλήθειαν φανερὰν ἔσεσθαι.
5.	ΠΡ ῶτον δὲ τοῦτο ἐνθυμητέον ὡς, ἐπειδὴ τὰ σώματα, οἷον τῶν ζώων και τῶν φυτών, έκαστον αυτών πολλά ἐστι καὶ χρώμασι και σχήμασι και μεγέθεσι καὶ εἵδεσι μερών καὶ ἄλλο άλλοθι, έρχεται δὲ τὰ πάντα ἐξ 5 ὲνός, ἡ [παντάπασιν] 1 ὲξ ἑνὸς ἥξει2 πάντη πάντως ένος ἡ μάλλον μὲν ἐνὸς ἡ οἷον τὸ ἐξ αυτού, ὠστε καὶ μάλλον οντος ή το γενόμενον—ὅσῳ γὰρ πρὸς ἐν ἡ ἀπόστασις, τόσῳ καὶ πρὸς ὅν—ἐπεὶ οὖν ἐξ ἐνὸς μέν, οὐχ οὕτω δὲ ὲνός, ὡς πάντη ἐν ἡ αὐτοέν—οὐ γὰρ ἂν δι εστη κὸς πλῆθος ἐποίει—λείπεται εἶναι ἐκ πλήθους ὲνός. τὸ δὲ 10 ποιούν ἦν ψυχή· τούτο ἄρα πλήθος ἐν. τί οὖν; τὸ πλήθος
1	del. Igal.
2	Igal: ἡ ε£ει Enn.: ῆ ἐ£ ετι suspic. Theiler, scr. H-S.
1 The phrase occurs in Plato Republic 508C1 and 517B5. Plotinus’ use of it here, and the presentation of soul as the handiest example of a being " from the intelligible place”, show clearly that the distinction between ψυχή and vote was
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ous, but was confident that one had found that the soul was simple and could rest from one’s journey since one had come to the principle. Since, then, this soul has come ready to hand for us from the ''intelligible place”,1 as in the former discussion the body did from the perceptible, let us apprehend how this one is many, and how the many are one, not a one compounded from many, but one nature which is many; for through this, when it has been apprehended and has become clear, we maintained that the truth about the genera in real being would become clear.
5.	But first we should think about this: that since bodies, of animals and plants for instance, are, each and every one of them, many in virtue of the colours and shapes and sizes and specific forms of their parts, and the fact that one is in one place and one in another, but all come from one, they will come either from a one which is in every way and altogether one or from a one which is more one than is that which comes from it,2 so that it is also more real than that which has come into being—for the extent of the departure from being is as great as that of the departure from unity—since, then, they are from a one, but not a one such as to be in every way one or the absolute One—for this would not have made a discrete plurality—it remains that they must be from a plurality which is one. But what made them is soul: this then is a plurality which is one. What then? Is the plurality the rational forming principles
not always for him very clear-cut (Plato, of course, makes no such distinction).
21 adopt Igal’s emendations here (see critical notes): they seem to me to be required to give a tolerable sense.
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οι Λόγοι τῶν γινομένων; άρ* οὖν αὐτὸ μὲν ἄλλο, οἱ λόγοι δὲ άλλοι; ἡ καὶ αὐτὴ λόγος καὶ κεφάλαιον τῶν λόγων, και ἐνέργεια αυτής κατ ουσίαν ἐνεργοὑσης οἱ λόγοι* ἡ δὲ οὐσία δὑναμις τῶν λόγων, πολλά μὲν δὴ οὕτω τούτο τὸ ἐν ἐξ ὧν εἰς ἄλλα ποιεί δεδειγμένον. τί δ’ εἰ μὴ ποιοι, αλλά τις αὐτὴν μὴ ποιούσαν λαμβάνοι άναβαίνων αυτής εἰς τὸ μὴ ποιούν; ου πολλὸς καὶ ἐνταῦθα εὑρήσει δυνάμεις; εἶναι μεν γὰρ αυτήν πας αν τις συγχώρησειεν ἆρα δὲ ταύτόν ως ει και λίθον έλεγεν είναι; ή ου ταύτον. ἀλλ* ὅμως κάκεΐ ἐπὶ τού λίθον τὸ εἶναι τῷ λίθῳ ἦν οὐ τὸ εἶναι, ἀλλὰ τὸ λίθῳ εἶναι· οὕτω καὶ ενταύθα το είναι ψυχή μετά τού είναι έχει τὸ ψυχῇ εἶναι, ἆρ’ οὖν ἄλλο τὸ είναι, άλλο δὲ τὸ λοιπόν, ο συμπληροΐ την της ψυχής ουσίαν, και το μεν ον, διαφορά δὲ ποιεί την ψυχήν; ή τι ον μεν ή ψνχή, ου μέντοι ούτως, ως άνθρωπος λευκάς, ἀλλ’ ὥς τις ουσία μόνον* τοῦτο δὲ ταύτόν τω μη έξωθεν τής ουσίας ἔχειν ὃ ἔχει.
6.	Ἀλλ’ ἆρα οὑκ έξωθεν μεν έχει τής εαυτού ουσίας, ίνα ή μεν κατά τὸ εἶναι ή, ή δε κατά τὸ τοιόνδε είναι; ἀλλ’ ει κατά τὸ τοιόνδε είναι και έξωθεν τὸ τοιόνδε, ου το ολον καθὸ ψυχή ἔσται ουσία, ἀλλὰ κατά τι, καὶ μέρος αυτής ουσία, ἀλλ’ οὐ τὸ ὅλον ουσία, έπειτα το είναι 120
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of the things which have come into being? Or is it rather itself one thing and the forming principles different from it? On the contrary, it is a forming principle itself and the sum of the forming principles, and the principles are its activity when it is active according to its substance; but the substance is the potentiality of the principles. It has then been demonstrated from what it does to other things that this one is indeed many. But what if it was not doing anything, but one was to consider it not doing by ascending to that of it which does not do? Will one not find many powers here too? For everyone would agree that the soul exists: but is this really the same thing as saying that a stone exists? Certainly not. But all the same there in -the case of the stone also, existing for the stone is not [just] being but being a stone; so here, existing for soul has being soul along with being. Is then being one thing, and the rest something else, which contributes to the completion of the substance of the soul, and is there being [as such] and an essential difference makes the soul? No, the soul is a particular being but not in the way that a man is white, but only and simply like a particular substance; and this is the same as saying that it does not have what it has from outside its substance.
6.	But, surely, does it not have [something] from outside its substance to make it in one respect existent but in another existent in a particular way? But if it is existent in a particular way, and the particularity comes from outside, it will not be substance as a whole and in so far as it is soul, but in a particular respect, and a part of it will be substance, but not the,, whole of it substance. Then what
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αὐτῇ τί ἔσται ἄνευ τῶν ἄλλων ἡ λίθος; ἡ δεῖ τοῦτο τὸ εἶναι αὐτῆς ἐντὸς εἶναι οἷον πηγἡν καί αρχήν, μᾶλλον δὲ πάντα, ὅσα αὐτή* καὶ ζωὴν τοίνυν* καί συνάμφω ἐν τὸ εἶναι καὶ την ζωήν, ἆρ’ οὖν όντως ἐν, ὡς ἕνα λόγον; ἡ τὸ υποκείμενον ἐν, οὕτω δὲ ἐν, ὡς αὖ δύο ἡ καὶ πλείω, ὅσα ἐστὶν ἡ ψυχὴ τἀ πρῶτα, ἡ οὖν οὐσία και ζωή, ἡ ἔχει ζωήν, ἀλλ’ εἰ ἔχει, τὸ ἔχον καθ’ αὐτὸ οὐκ ἐν ζωῇ, ἥ τε ζωὴ οὐκ ἐν ουσία* ἀλλ’ εἰ μὴ ἔχει θάτερον τὸ ἕτερον, λεκτέον ἐν ἄμφω. ἡ ἐν καὶ πολλά καί τοσαύτα, ὅσα ἐμφαίνεται ἐν τῷ ὲνὑ καὶ ἐν ἑαυτῷ, πρὸς δὲ τὰ ἄλλα πολλά* καί ἐν μὲν ὅν, ποιούν δὲ ὲαυτὸ αὐτὰ ἐν τη οἷον κινήσει πολλά* καὶ ὅλον ἐν, οἷον δὲ θεωρεῖν επιχειρούν ὲαυτὸ πολλά’ ὥσπερ γὰρ οὐκ ἀνἐχεται Εαυτού το ον ἐν εἶναι πάντα δυνάμενον, ὅσα ἐστίν, ἡ δὲ θεωρία αἰτία τοῦ φανῆναι αὐτὸ πολλά, ϊνα νόηση· ἐὰν γὰρ ἐν φανῇ, οὐκ ἐνόησεν, ἀλλ’ ἔστιν ἡδη ἐκεῖνο.
7.	Τινα οὖν ἐστι καὶ πόσα τὰ ἐνορώμενα; ἐπειδὴ ἐν ψυχή εΰρομεν ουσίαν άμα και ζωήν—καὶ τούτο κοινόν ή ουσία ἐπὶ πάσης ψυχής, κοινόν δὲ καὶ ἡ ζωή, ζωὴ δὲ καὶ ἐν νῷ—ἐπεισαγαγόντες καὶ τὸν νοῦν καὶ τὴν τούτου ζωήν, κοινόν τὸ ἐπὶ πάσῃ ζωῇ την κίνησιν ἐν τι γένος θησόμεθα. ουσίαν δὲ καὶ κίνησιν την πρώτην ζωήν οΰσαν όνο γένη θησόμεθα. καὶ γὰρ εἰ ἐν, χωρίζω αυτά τη νοήσει ὁ ἐν οὐχ ἐν ευρών’ η οὐκ ἂν ήόυνήθη 1
1 Igal, Η-S2: Βυνηθή Enn.: 8ννηθ€ΐη Kirchhoff: Βυνηθίίης Theiler.
1 "The stone” as an image of lifelessness occurs several times in Plotinus: cp. VI. 5 (23). 11. 5-14 and possibly III. 2
128
ON THE KINDS OF BEING II
will existence be to it, without all the rest, different from a stone*? Now this being of sou! must be within, like a "source and principle”,2 or rather must be all that it is; so it must be life; and both must be one, being and life. Is it then one like a single forming principle? No, the underlying reality is one, but so one that it is also two or even more, all that soul primarily is. It is therefore substance and life, or it has life. But if it has it, that which has is, in itself, not in life, and the life not in substance; but if one does not have the other, one must say that both are one. Or rather one and many, and as many as appear in the one; and one for itself, but many in relation to the others; and it is one being, but makes itself many by what we may call its movement; and it is one whole, but when it undertakes, one might say, to contemplate itself, it is many: as if it cannot bear its being to be one when it is capable of being all the things that it is. And its contemplation is the cause of its appearing many, that it may think: for if it appears as one, it did not think, but is that One.
7.	What, then, are the constituents seen in soul, and how many are there? Since we find in soul substance and life together, and substance is common to all soul, and life also common, and life is also in Intellect, if we bring in also Intellect and its life, we shall posit as common to all life a single genus, movement. And we shall posit substance and movement, which is the primary life, as two genera. For even if they are one, [the observer] separates them in thought, finding the one not one; otherwise it would (47). 17. 67 (see my note ad loc.)· For further examples see Lexicon Plotinianum s. v. λίθος.
2 Plato Phaedpus 245C9.
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χωρίσ αι. ο ρα δὲ καί ἐν ἄλλοις σαφώς τον εἶναι την 10 κίνησιν ἡ την ζωήν χωριζομένην, εἰ καὶ μη ἐν τῷ ἀληθινῷ εἶναι, ἀλλὰ τη σκιά καί τω όμωννμω τον εἶναι. ὡς γὰρ ἐν τη εἰκόνι τοῦ άνθρωπον πολλά ἐλλείπει καὶ μάλιστα τὸ κύριον, η ζωη, οὕτω καί ἐν τοῖς αίσθητοΐς τὸ εἶναι σκιά τοῦ εἶναι άφηρημένον τον μάλιστα εἶναι, ὃ ἐν τῷ ἀρχετνπω ἦν ζωή. ἀλλ’ οὖν ἔσχομεν ἐντεῦθεν 15 χωρίσ αι τού ζην το εἶναι καί τοῦ εἶναι τὸ ζῇν. οντος μὲν δὴ εἴδη πολλὰ καί γένος* κίνησις δὲ οὔτε ὑπὸ τὸ ἂν τακτέα οὔτ’ ἐπὶ τῷ ὅντι, ἀλλὰ μετὰ τοῦ οντος, εὐρεθεῖοα ἐν αὑτῷ οὐχ ὡς ἐν ὐποκειμένῳ· ὲνἐργεια γὰρ αυτού και ονδέτ€ρον ἄνευ τοῦ ἑτέρου ἡ ἐπινοίᾳ, καὶ αἱ 20 δὑο φύσεις μία· καί γὰρ ἐνὲργείᾳ τὸ ὅν, οὐ δυνάμει, καὶ εἰ χωρίς μέντοι έκάτβρον λάβοις, και ἐν τῷ ὅντι κίνησις φανήσεται καὶ ἐν τη κινήσει τὸ ὅν, οἷον καὶ ἐπὶ τού έν 6 ς οντος έκάτ€ρον χωρίς εἶχε θάτερον, ἀλλ’ ὅμως ἡ διάνοια δύο φησι και εἶδος έκάτ€ρον διπλούν έν. 25 κινήσεως δὲ περί τὸ ἂν φανείοης οὐκ έξιστάσης την έκ€ΐνον φύσιν, μάλλον δ’ ἐν τῷ εἶναι οἷον τέλειον ποιούσης, ἀεί τε τῆς τοιαύτης φὑσεως ἐν τῷ οὕτω κινεῖσθαι μενοὑσης, ει τις μη στάσιν ἐπεισάγοι, ἀτοπώτερος ἂν εἴη τοῦ μη κίνησιν διδόντος* προχειροτἐρα γὰρ ἡ τῆς στἀσεως περὶ τὸ ἂν έννοια και 30 νόησις της περὶ την κίνησιν οὔσης* τὸ γὰρ κατά τ αν τ α και ωσαύτως και ένα λόγον ἔχον ἐκεῖ. ἔστω δὴ καὶ στάσις έν γένος έτβρον ον κινήσεως, ὅπου καὶ 1
1 Plato Sop/ρί 248Α12.
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not have been possible to separate them. But observe in other things also how movement and life are clearly separated from being, even if not in the true being, yet in the shadow and that which has the same name as being. For as in the portrait of a man many things are wanting, and especially the decisively important thing, life, so in the things perceived by sense being is a shadow of being, separated from that which is most fully being, which was life in the archetype. But then, this gives us grounds for separating living from being and being from living. Now there are many species of being and there is a genus of being; but movement is not to be classed under being nor yet over being, but with being; it is found in being not as inhering in a subject; for it is its active actuality and neither of them is without the other except in our conception of them, and the two natures are one nature: for being is actual, not potential. And if, none the less, you take either of them separately, movement will appear in being and being in movement, as if in the "one-being” each taken separately had the other, but all the same discursive thought says that they are separate and that each form is a double one. But since movement appears in the sphere of being, not as changing the nature of being, but rather in being as if making it perfect, if one does not introduce rest as well one would be even more perverse than one who did not grant that there was movement; for the notion, and intellectual perception, of rest comes readier to hand where being is concerned than that of movement; for "existing in the same state and in the same way”1 and having a single definition are there in being. So let .rest be one genus, different from move-
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Εναντίον ἂν φαναίη. τον δὲ οντος ὡς ἕτερον, πολλαχῇ δῆλον ἂν εἴη καὶ διότι, εἰ τῷ ὅντι ταὐτὸν αΐη, οὐ μᾶλλον τῆς κινήσαως ταντό τω ὅντι. διὰ τί γὰρ η μὲν στάσις τῷ 35 ὅντι ταὑτόν, ἡ δὲ κίνησις ου, ζωή τις αυτού και αν-έργεια καὶ τῆς ουσίας και αυτού τού εἶναι; αλλ* ώσπερ ἐχωρίζομεν την κίνησιν αυτού ως ταυ τον τε καὶ ου ταὐτὸν αὐτῷ καὶ ὡς δύο ἄμφω ἐλέγομεν καί αὖ εν, τὸν αυτόν τρόπον και την στάσιν χωριοὑμεν αυτού και αὖ 40 οὐ χωριοὑμεν τοσοῦτον χωρίζοντας τω νω, όσον άλλο γόνος θέσθαι αν τοΐς οΰσιν. ή εἰ συνάγοιμεν πάντη εις εν την στάσιν καί το ον μηδέν μηδαμῆ διαφέρειν λέγοντας, το τα ον τη κινήσαι ὡσαύτως, τὴν στάσιν καί την κίνησιν διά μέσου τού οντος εἰς ταὐτὸν συναξομεν, και 45 ἔσται ή μιν ή κίνησις καί ή στάσις ἐν.
8.	Ἀλλὰ χρὴ τρία ταῦτα τίθεσθαι, εἴπερ ο νοῦς χωρίς έκαστον νοεῖ* άμα δα νοαΐ καί τίθησιν, αΐπαρ νοαΐ, και ἔστιν, αίπαρ νανόηται. οἶς μὲν γὰρ τὸ εἶναι μετά ύλης ἐστί, τοὑτων οὐκ ἐν τω νω τὸ εἶναι* [αλλ ἔστιν αυλα]1 5 ἃ δ’ ἔστιν αυλα, αι νανόηται, τού τ ἔστιν αὐτοῖς τὸ εἶναι. Γδε δὲ νοὑν καὶ καθαρόν καί βλέφον εις αυτόν ατανισας, μη ομμασι τούτοις δαδορκως. όρας δη ουσίας εστίαν και φῶς ἐν αὐτῷ ἃυπνον καὶ ὡς αστηκαν αν αυτω και ως διέστηκαν, ὁμοῦ ὄντα καὶ ζωὴν μένουσαν καί νοησιν ουκ 10 αναργούσαν εἰς τὸ μέλλον, ἀλλ’ εἰς τὸ ἡδη, μάλλον δα “ήδη καί ἀεὶ ήδη”, καί το παρόν ἀεί, καὶ ως νοῶν εν
1 del. Η-S. ,
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ment, in that it would seem to be its opposite. But that it is different from being could be made clear in many ways, especially because, if it was the same as being, it could not be any more the same as being than motion. For why is rest the same as being, but motion not, when motion is its life and the active actuality of its substance and its very being? But, just as we separated movement from it as being the same and not the same as it, and spoke of them as two and yet again one, in the same way we shall also separate rest from it and yet again not separate it, separating it so far in the mind as to posit it as another genus among real beings. Otherwise, if we were to bring rest and being into one, saying that there was not in any way any difference between them, and bring being into one with movement in the same way, we shall bring rest and movement into identity through the medium of being, and movement and rest will be one for us.
8.	But one must posit these three, if Intellect thinks each of them separately; but it does at once know and posit them, if it thinks, and they exist, if they have been thought. For the being of things whose being involves matter is not in the intellect; but if things which are without matter have been thought, this is their being. But behold Intellect, pure Intellect, and look upon it with concentrated gaze, not seeing it with these bodily eyes of ours. You see the hearth of substance and a sleepless light on it, and how they stand on it and how they stand apart, existing all together, abiding life and a thought whose activity is not directed towards what is coming but what is here already, or rather "here already and, always here already”, and the always
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ὲαυτῷ καὶ οὐκ ἕζω. ἐν μὲν οὖν τῷ νοεῖν ἡ ἐνέργεια και ἡ κίνησις, ἐν δὲ τῷ * εαυτόν’’ ἡ ουσία και το ὸν* ὠν γὰρ νοεί καὶ ὄντα εαυτόν, και εἰς ὃ οἷον επερείδετο, ον. η μεν γὰρ ἐνέργεια ἡ εἰς αυτόν οὑκ ουσία, εις ο δὲ καὶ ἀφ’ οὖ, τὸ ον τὸ γὰρ βλεπόμενον τὸ ὅν, οὐχ ἡ βλέψις* ἔχει δὲ καὶ αυτή τὸ εἶναι, ὅτι ἀφ’ οὖ καί εἰς ὅν, ὅν. ενεργεία δε ὅν, οὑ δυνάμει, συνάπτει πάλιν αὖ τἀ δὑο καὶ ου χωρίζει, ἀλλὰ ποιεί εαυτόν εκείνο κάκεΐνο εαυτόν, ον δε τὸ πάντων εδραιότατον και περί δ τα άλλα, την στάσιν ύπεστήσατο και ἔχει οὑκ επακτόν, ἀλλ’ ἐξ αυτού και εν αὑτῷ. ἔστι δὲ καὶ εἰς ὃ λήγει ἡ νόησις ουκ αρξαμένη στάσις, και ἀφ’ οὖ ώρμηται οὐχ όρμησασα στάσις* ου γὰρ ἐκ κινησεως κίνησις οὐδ’ εἰς κίνησιν. ἔτι δὲ ἡ μεν ἰδέα ἐν στάσει πέρας ουσα νοϋ, 6 δὲ νοῦς αὐτῆς η κίνησις.
Ὀστε ἂν πάντα και κίνησις και στάσις, και δι όλων ὄντα γένη, και έκαστον των ύστερόν τι ον καί τις στάσις καί τις κίνησις, τρία δη ταῦτα ἰδών τις, ἐν προσβολή τής του οντος φύσεως γεγενημενος, και τω παρ* αὐτῷ ὅντι τὸ ον και τοΐς άλλοις ἰδὼν τὰ άλλα, την κίνησιν την εν αὐτῷ τῇ ἐν ὲαυτῷ κινήσει, και τῇ στάσει την στάσιν, και ταῦτα εκείνοις εφαρμόσας, ὁμοῦ μεν γενομενοις και οἷον συγκεχυμένο ις συμμίξας οὐ δι ακρινών, οἷον δ’
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present, and it is a thought thinking in itself and not outside. In its thinking, then, there is activity and motion, and in its thinking itself, substance and being: for, existing, it thinks itself as existent, and the being on which it is, so to speak, founded. For its self-directed activity is not substance, but being is that to which the activity is directed and from which it comes: for that which is looked at is being, not the look; but the look, too, possesses being, because it comes from and is directed to being. And since it is in act, not in potency, it gathers the two together and does not separate them, but makes itself being and being itself. And since being is the most firmly set of all things and that about which the other things [are set], it has made rest exist and possesses it not as brought in from outside but from itself and in itself. It is that in which thought comes to a stop, though thought is a rest which has no beginning, and from which it starts, though thought is a rest which never started: for movement does not begin from or end in movement. And again the Form at rest is the defining limit of Intellect, and Intellect is the movement of the Form.
So all things are being, rest and motion; these are all-pervading genera, and each subsequent thing is a particular being, a particular rest, and a particular motion. Now when anyone sees these three, having come into intuitive contact with the nature of being, he sees being by the being in himself and the others, motion and rest, by the motion and rest in himself, and fits his own being, motion and rest to those in Intellect: they come to him together in a sort of confusion and he mingles them without distinguishing them; then as it were separating them a little and
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ολίγον διαστήσας καὶ ἐπισχὼν καὶ διακρίνας εἴσιδὼν ἂν καὶ στάσιν και κίνησιν, τρία ταῦτα καὶ έκαστον ἕν, ἆρ’ οὐχ ἕτερα ἀλλήλων εἴρη κε καὶ διέστησεν ἐν ὲτερότητι καὶ εἱδε την ἐν τῷ ὅντι ἑτερότητα τρία τιθεὶς καί ἐν έκαστον, πάλιν δὲ ταῦτα εἰς ἐν καὶ ἐν ἐνὶ καὶ πάντα ἐν, εἰς ταντόν αν σννάγων και βλέπων ταυτότητα εἱδε γενομένην καὶ οὖα αν; οὐκοῦν πρὸς τρισιν ἐκεινοις ανάγκη δύο ταύτα προστιθέναι, ταὐτόν, θάτερον, ὥστε τὰ πάντα γένη γίγνεσθαι πέντε πᾶσι, καὶ ταύτα διδόντα τοῖς μετὰ ταύτα τὸ ὲτέροις καὶ ταὐτοῖς εἶναι* καί τι γὰρ ταντόν καί τι ίτ€ρον έκαστον απλώς γὰρ ταύτόν και ἕτερον ἄνευ τοῦ “τι” ἐν γένει ἂν εἴη* καὶ πρώτα δὲ γένη, ὅτι μηδὲν αυτών κατηγορήσεις ἐν τῷ τί ἐστι. τὸ γὰρ ὃν κατηγορήσεις αυτών ὄντα γάρ* ἀλλ’ οὐχ ὡς γένος* ου γὰρ ὅπερ ὅν τι. οὐδ’ αὖ τῆς κινήσεως οὐδὲ τῆς στάσεως* οὐ γὰρ εἴδη τοῦ οντος* ὄντα γὰρ τὰ μὲν ως εἴδη αυτού, τα δὲ μετἐχοντα αυτού, οὐδ’ αὖ τὸ ἂν μετἐχον τούτων ὡς γενῶν αυτού* οὐδὲ γὰρ ἐπαναβέβηκεν αυτώ ουδέ πρότερα τού οντος.
9. Ἀλλ’ οτι μὲν ταῦτα γένη πρώτα, ἐκ τούτων αν τις, ίσως δὲ καὶ άλλων, βεβαιώσαιτο· ὅτι δὲ μόνα ταῦτα καὶ οὐκ ἄλλα πρὸς τοντοις, πώς αν τις πιστεὑσειε; δια τί γὰρ οὐ καὶ τὸ ἐν; διὰ τί δ’ οὐ τὸ ποσον και το ποιον hi, τὸ δὲ προς τι και τα άλλα, ἅπερ ηδη ετεροι 136
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holding them away from him and distinguishing them he perceives being, motion and rest, three and each of them one. Does he not then say that they are different from each other and distinguish them in otherness, and see the otherness in being when he posits three, each of them one? And again, when he brings them back to unity and sees them in a unity, all one, does he not collect them into sameness and, as he looks at them, see that sameness has come to be and is? So we must add these two, the same and the other, to those first three, so that there will be in all five genera for all things, and the last two also will give to subsequent things the characters of being other and same; for each individual thing is a particular "same” and a particular "other”; for "same” and ''other” without the"'particular” would apply to genera. These are the primary kinds because you cannot apply any predicate to them which forms part of the definition of their essence. You will certainly predicate being of them, for they exist, but not as their genus, for they are not particular beings. Nor can you predicate being as the genus of motion and rest, for they are not specific forms of being; for some things exist as species of being, others as participating in being. Nor again does being participate in these others as if they were its genera: for they do not transcend being and are not prior to it.
9.	But that these genera are primary one could confirm from these arguments, and perhaps also from others; but how could one be confident that there are only these [primary genera] and not others in addition to them? For why not also the one? And why not the quale and the quantum and the relative and the others, which other philosophers have al-
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κατηρίθμηνται; τὸ μὲν οὖν ἐν, εἰ μὲν τὸ πάντως ἕν, [εν] 1 ῴ μηδὲν ἄλλο πρόσεστι, μὴ ψυχή, μὴ νοῦς, μὴ οτιοῦν, οὐδενὸς ἂν κατηγοροῖτο τοῦτο, ὥστε οὐδὲ γένος, ει δε τὸ προ σὸν τῷ ὅντι, ἐφ’ οὖ τὸ ἐν ον λἐγομεν, ου πρώτως 10 ἐν τούτο, ἔτι ἀδιάφορον ον αὐτοῦ πῶς αν ποιήσειεν είδη; εἰ δὲ τούτο μή, οὐ γένος, πῶς γὰρ καὶ διαιρησεις; διαιρῶν γὰρ πολλὰ ποιήσεις* ὥστε αὐτὸ τὸ ἐν πολλά ἔσται καὶ ἀπολεῖ εαυτό, εἰ ὲθέλοι γένος εἶναι, επειτα τι προσθήσεις διαιρῶν εἰς εἴδη· οὐ γὰρ ἂν εἶεν διαφοραι ἐν 15 τῷ ἐν, ώσπερ εἴσὶ τῆς ουσίας, οντος μὲν γὰρ δέχεται ὁ νοῦς εἶναι διαφοράς, ἑνὸς δὲ πῶς; εἶτα ἑκάστοτε μετὰ τῆς διαφοράς δύο τιθεὶς ἀναιρεῖς τὸ ἐν, ἐπείπερ πανταχοῦ ἡ μονάδος προσθήκη το πρότερον ποσον ἀφανίζει. εἰ δέ τις λέγοι τὸ ἐπὶ τῷ ὅντι ἐν καὶ τὸ ἐπὶ κινήσει εν και τοῖς άλλοις κοινόν είναι, εις μεν ταντόν 20 ἀγων τὸ ἂν καί τὸ ἕν, ἐν ᾤ λόγῳ τὸ ὃν οὐκ εποίει των άλλων γένος, ὅτι μὴ ὅπερ <ὃν> όντα,2 ἀλλ’ ἕτερον τρόπον οντα, ούτως ουδέ τὸ ἐν κοινόν επ’ αὐτῶν ἔσται, ἀλλὰ τὸ μεν πρώτως, τα δε άλλως, ει δε μὴ πάντων λέγοι ποιεῖν, ἀλλὰ ἐν τι ἐφ’ αυτού, ώσπερ τα άλλα, ει μεν ταύτόν αὐτῷ τὸ ἂν καὶ τὸ ἕν, ἡδη τοῦ οντος
1	delendum suspic. Muller, del. Volkmann.
2	<<5v> ἄντα Muller: ἄντα Enn.: ἄν τι Igal, H-S2.
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ready counted up *? Well then, as for the one, if it is the absolutely One to which nothing else is added, not soul, not intellect, not anything at all, this could not be predicated of anything, so that it is not a genus. But if it is the one added to being, that of which we speak as one-being, this is not primarily one. Again, if it is undifferentiated in itself how could it make specific forms? But if it cannot do this, it is not a genus. For how could there be divisions? For in dividing you will make many: so that the one itself will be many and will destroy itself—if it wanted to be a genus. Then, you will add something to it in dividing it into specific forms. For there could be no differentiations in the one, as there are of substance. For the mind-accepts that there are differentiations of being, but how could there be of one? Then, every time [you differentiate] you abolish the one by positing two with the differentiation, since everywhere the addition of a unit makes the previous quantum disappear. But if someone were to say that the one in being and the one in movement and the others is a common term, bringihg being and one into identity, then, as in the argument that did not make being the genus of the others, because they are not beings as being is,1 2 but beings in another way, so the one also will not be a common term over them, but it will be one primarily, and the others one in a different way. But if he were to say that he does not make the one the genus of all [genera] but one [genus] by itself, like the others, if being and the one are identical for him, since being has already been
1	The reference is to the Aristotelian categories.
2	I retain the <<?v> ον τα of Muller here.
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25 ἡριθμημἐνου ἐν τοῖς γένεσιν ὄνομα εἴσάγει. εἰ δὲ ἐν έκάτερον, τινα φύσιν Λέγει, καὶ εἰ μεν προστίθησί {ἔτι”),1 τι ἐν λέγει, εἰ δὲ μηδέν, ἐκεῖνο, ὅ οὐδενὸς κατηγορ€ΐται, πάλιν αν λέγει· εἰ δὲ τὸ τῷ ὅντι συνόν, είπομεν μὲν ὅτι οὐ πρώτως ἐν λέγει, ἀλλὰ τί κωλύει 30 πρώτως εἶναι τοῦτο ἐξῃρημένου ἐκείνου τοῦ παντελῶς εν; καὶ γὰρ τὸ ον μετ’ ἐκεῖνο λέγομεν ἂν καὶ ἂν πρώτως ὅν. ἡ ὅτι οὐκ ἦν τὸ πρὸ αυτού ον ἡ, εἴπερ ἦν, οὐκ ἂν ἦν πρώτως* τούτου δὲ τὸ πρὸ αυτού ἐν. ἔπειτα χωρισθέν τη νοήσει τού οντος διαφοράς οὐκ ἔχει* έπειτα ἐν τῷ 35 ὅντι, εἰ μεν επακολούθημα αυτού, και πάντων και ύστερον· πρότερον δε τὸ γένος, εἰ δὲ άμα, και πάντων· τὸ δὲ γένος οὐχ άμα. ει δε πρότερον, αρχή τις και αυτού μόνον· ει δε αρχή αυτού, ον γένος αυτού· εἰ δὲ μὴ αυτού, ουδέ των άλλων* ἥ δέοι ἂν καί τὸ ἂν καὶ τῶν άλλων πάντων, άλως γὰρ ἔοικε τὸ εν ἐν τῷ ὅντι πλησιάζον τω 40 ἐνὶ καὶ οἷον συνεκπῖπτον τῷ ὅντι, τοῦ οντος το μεν προς ἐκείνῳ ἐν οντος, τὸ δὲ μετ’ εκείνο οντος, ᾤ δνναται και πολλὰ εἶναι, μένον αυτό εν και ον θέλον μερίζεσθαι ουδέ γένος είναι βούλεσθαι.
1 Bouillet, Harder, Theiler.
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counted among the genera, he is introducing a [mere] name. But if each of them is one [different from the other], then he means [by the one] a nature, and if he adds "some” he means some particular one, but if he adds nothing, he means, yet again, the one which is predicated of nothing; but if he means the one which goes with being, we have said that he does not mean the primarily one. But what prevents this from being primarily one if that which is absolutely one is left out of account? For we do call the being which comes after it being and say that it is primarily being. Now we do so because that which is before it is not being, or, if what is before it was being, it would not be primarily being; but in this case what is before it is one. Then, when it is separated in thought from being it does not have differentiations; then, in being, if it is a consequence of being, it is a consequence of and posterior to all; but the genus is prior. But if it is simultaneous, it is simultaneous with all; but the genus is not simultaneous. But if it is prior, it is a principle, and a principle only of being; but if it is its principle, it is not its genus; but if it is not its genus, it is not the genus of the others either; or it would be necessary for being also to be the genus of all the other [genera]. For in general it appears likely that, since the one in being is near to the one and in a way coincides with being, and being in so far as it is close to that [absolute One] is one, but in so far as it is posterior to it, being, by which it is able also to be many, the one in being, remaining itself one and being unwilling to be divided into parts, does not want to be a genus either.
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10. Πῶς οὖν € κάστον του οντος ἐν; ἡ τῷ τι ἐν ουχ ἕν—πολλά γὰρ ἡδη τῷ τι ἐν—ἀλλ’ ομωνὑμως εν έκαστον των ειδών τὸ γὰρ είδος πλήθος, ὥστε εν ενταύθα ως στρατός ή χορος, ου τοίνυν τὸ ἐκεῖ ἐν εν 5 τούτοις, ώστε ου κοινόν το εν οὐδ’ εθεωρεΐτο εν τω ὅντι και τοΐς τι οὖα ι τὸ αὐτό. ὥστε οὐ γένος τὸ ἕν· ἐπεὶ πᾶν γένος καθ’ οὖ άληθεύσεται ζτο εν ως γένοςλ,1 οὐκέτι καὶ τὰ αντικείμενα· καθ* οὖ δὲ παντὸς οντος αληθεύεται τὸ ἐν καὶ τὰ αντικείμενα [καθ’ οὖ άληθεύσεται το εν ως 10 γένος],2 κατὰ τούτου ἔσται οὐχ ὡς γένος, ὥστε ούτε των πρώτων γενών άληθεύσεται ως γένος, ἐπείπερ και τὸ ἐν ον ου μάλλον εν ή πολλά ουδέ τι των άλλων γενών ούτως εν ως μὴ πολλά, ούτε κατά τῶν άλλων τῶν ύστερων α πάντως πολλά, το δ’ ὅλον γένος ουδεν εν* ὧστε, ει τὸ ἐν γένος, ἀπολεῖ τὸ εἶναι εν. ου γαρ 15 ἀριθμὸς τὸ ἕ ν ἀριθμὸς δ’ ἔσται γενόμενον γένος. ἔτι τὸ ἐν άριθμώ εν ει γὰρ γενει εν, ου κυρίως εν. ετι ώσπερ εν τοΐς άριθμοΐς το εν ουχ ως γένος κατ αυτών, ἀλλ’ ενυπάρχειν μὲν Λέγεται, ου γένος δε λεγεται, ούτως οὐδ’ εἰ ἐν τοῖς οὖσι τὸ ἕν, γένος αν ειη ούτε του
1	transpos. H-S2.
2	del. Page, Harder.
1 Plotinus is here using the Stoic scale of degrees of unification; it appears more clearly in ch. 11, 8-9 and VI. 9.4-3; cp. also/V. 5.4. 31. For the scale in the Stoics see SVF
142
ON THE KINDS OF BEING II
10.	How then is each individual belonging to being one? Now by being a particular one it is not one—for it is already many by being a particular one—but each of the specific forms is equivocally one: for a specific form is a multiplicity, so that "one” here is [used as it is of] an army or a chorus.1 So then the one there [in being] is not in these, so that the one is not a common term and it is not the same one which is observed in being and in particular beings. So that the one is not a genus; since every genus of which the one is truly predicated as genus can no longer have the opposites truly predicated of it; but in that the one and the opposites are truly predicated of every being, the one will not be predicated as their gemis. So that it will not be truly predicated of the first genera either, since the one being also is not more one than many, nor is any one of the other genera one in such a way as not to be many, nor can [the one be truly predicated] of the others which come after, which are in every way many. But in general, no genus is one: so, if the one is a genus, it will destroy its unity. For '"the one is not a number”2; but it will be a number if it has become a genus. Further, the one is one in number: for if it was one in genus, it would not be properly one. Further, just as in the numbers the one is not there as a genus predicated of them but is said to exist in them, but not said to be their genus, so, even if the one is in the beings, it would not be the genus either of being or of the other [genera] or of all of II 366-8 and 1013; Philo On The Eternity of the World 79; Sextus Empiricus Adv. Math. VIII 102 (= Against the Logicians 1102 in Bury’s Loeb edition).
2 Aristotle Metaphysics Ν 1. 1088a6.
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οντος οὔτε τῶν ἄλλων οὔτε τῶν παντων, ετι ώσπερ το άπλοΰν ἀρχὴ μὲν ἄν εἴη τοῦ οὐχ απλού, ον μην τούτου καὶ γένος—άπλοΰν γὰρ ἂν εἴη καί τὸ μη άπλοΰν—οὕτω καὶ ἐπὶ του ὲνός, εἰ τὸ ἐν άρχη, οὐκ ἔσται τῶν μετ αυτὸ γένος, ἔσται οὖν οὔτε τοῦ οντος οὔτε τῶν ἄλλων, αλλ εἴπερ ἔσται, τῶν “ἐν” έκαστων, οἷον ει τις αξιώσειε χωρία αι ἀπὸ τῆς ουσίας το ἕν. τινῶν οὖν εσται. ώσπερ γὰρ το ον ου πάντων γένος, ἀλλὰ τῶν “ὸν’ ειδῶν, οὕτω και τὸ ἕν τῶν “ἐν” έκαστων εἰθῶν. τίς οὖν διαφορά άλλον προς άλλο καθὸ ἕν, ώσπερ ἄλλου πρὸς ἄλλο οντος διαφορά; ἀλλ’ εἰ συμμερίζεται τῷ ὅντι καὶ τῇ ουσία, και το ον τω μερισμω και τω εν πολλοῖς θεωρεΐσθαι τὸ αυτό γένος, διά τί ον και το εν τοσαΰτα φαινόμενον ὅσα η ουσία και ἐπὶ τὰ ἴσα μεριζόμενον οὐκ ἂν εϊη γένος; η πρώτον ούκ ἀνάγκη, ει τι ενυπάρχει πολλοῖς, γένος εἶναι οὔτε αυτών, οἶς ενυπάρχει, ούτε άλλων* ουδ’ ὅλως, ει τι κοινόν, πάντως γένος, το γοῦν σημεῖον έννπάρχον ταῖς γραμμαΐς ου γένος ούτε αυτών ούτε ὅλως, οὐδέ γε, ώσπερ έλέγετο, τὸ ἐν τοῖς άριθμοΐς εν ούτε τῶν αριθμών ούτε τῶν άλλων, δει γὰρ τὸ κοινόν και ^ἕνλ ἐν1 πολλοῖς καὶ διαφοραΐς οίκείαις χρῆσθαι καὶ εἱδη ποιεῖν και εν τω τί ἐστι. τοῦ δὲ ἐνὸς τινες ἂν εἶεν διαφοραϊ η ποια
1 <εν> ἐν Fieinus, suspic. Creuzer, scr. Theiler: ἐν BxUC, Kirchhoff: €v,w, Perna, Creuzer.
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them. Further, just as the simple might be principle of the non-simple, but could not also be its genus— for [if it were,] the non-simple would also be simple— so with the one, if the one is principle, it will not also be genus of the things posterior to it. It will not therefore be the genus either of being or of the other [genera]. But if it is going to be a genus, it will be the genus of the particular "ones”, as if one were to think it right to separate the one from substance. It will be, then, a genus of particular things. For, just as being is not the genus of all things but of the specific forms which "are”, so the one will be the genus of the particular specific forms which "are one”. What then will be the difference of one from another in so far as they are one, as there is a difference of being of one from another? But if the one is divided along with being and substance, and being by the division and by being observed in many things as the same is a genus, why could not the one be a genus since it appears as many things as substance and is divided into an equal number of parts? Now, first of all it is not necessary, if something exists in many things, that it should be a genus, either of the things in which it exists or of other things; nor, in general, if something is common, is it at all necessary for it to be a genus. At any rate the point, which exists in the lines, is not a genus, either of them or generally speaking, nor, as was said, is the one in the numbers a genus either of the numbers or the other things. For that which is common and one in many things must employ differentiations which belong to itself and make specific forms and make them in its essential being. But what are the differentiations of the one or what
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γέννα εἴδη; εἰ δὲ τὰ αὐτὰ εἴδη ποιεῖ, ἃ περὶ τὸ ὸν, καί τὸ αὐτὸ ἂν εϊη τῷ ὅντι, καὶ ὄνομα μόνον θάτ€ρον, καὶ αρκεί τὸ ὅν.
11. Ἐπισκεπτέον δέ, πῶς ἐν τῷ ὅντι τὸ ἐν, καὶ πῶς ὁ λεγόμενος μερισμὸς καὶ ὅλως ὁ τῶν γενῶν, καὶ εἰ ὁ αὐτὸς ἡ ἄλλος ἑκάτερος, πρώτον οὖν, πώς ὅλως ἐν έκαστον ότιούν λέγεται καί ἔστιν, εἶτα εἰ ομοίως και ἐν 5 τῷ ἐνὶ ὅντι Λέγομεν καὶ ὡς ἐκεῖ λέγεται, τὸ μὲν οὖν επί πάντων ἐν οὑ ταὐτόν οὔτε yap ἐπὶ τῶν αισθητών ομοίως καί των νοητών—ἀλλὰ γὰρ οὐδὲ τὸ ὅν—οὔτ’ ἐπὶ τῶν αισθητών προς ἄλληλα ομοίως* ον γὰρ ταυτόν ἐν χορώ καί στρατοπέδῳ καὶ νηὶ καὶ οικία ουδ’ αὖ εν τούτοις καί ἐν τῷ συνεχεῖ. ἀλλ’ ὅμως πάντα το αυτό 10 μιμείται, τυγχάνει δὲ τὰ μεν πόρρωθεν, τα δὲ μάλλον, ἡδη δὲ καὶ άληθεστερον εν τω νῷ* ψυχὴ γὰρ μία καὶ ἔτι μάλλον νους εἷς καὶ τὸ ον εν. άρ’ οὖν ἐν εκάστω το ον αυτού λέγοντες ἐν λέγομεν καὶ ὡς ἔχει οντος, οΰτω καί τού ενός; η συμβέβηκε μεν τούτο, ου μέντοι, καθὸ ὅν, 15 καί ἐν, ἀλλ* ἔστι μη ἦττον ἂν ύπάρχον ήττον εἶναι ἐν. οὐ γὰρ ἦττον ^ὸνλ1 στρατός η χορός οικίας, αλλ όμως ήττον εν. εοικεν οὖν τὸ ἐν εκάστω εν προς αγαθόν μάλλον βλέπειν, καὶ καθόσον τυγχάνει αγαθού, κατα τοσούτον καί εν, καί το μάλλον καί ἦττον τού εν εν 1 Igal, Η-$2.
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specific forms does it generate? But if it makes the same specific forms as occur in the sphere of being, it would be the same as being, and one of the two would be only a name, and being is sufficient.
11.	But we must investigate how the one is in being, and how what we speak of as division [works], and in general the division of the genera, and if it is the same [as the division of being] or different in each of the two cases. First, then, how in general each and every thing is called one, and then if we mean the same [by 'tone” when we speak of it] in the one being and as transcendent. Now the one over all things is not the same; for [we do not mean] the same [by "one”] in the case of perceptible and of intelligible things—and certainly being is not [one in the same sense as the others]—[and it does not mean] the same in the case of perceptible things in comparison with each other; for it is not the same in a chorus and an army and a ship and a house, and not the same in these last and in what is continuous. But nevertheless all try to represent the same [One], but some attain only a remote resemblance, some come nearer, and attain it already more truly in Intellect: for soul is one and Intellect and being are still more one. So we then in each thing when we say its being also say its "one”, and is it with its "one” as it is with its being? This happens incidentally, but a thing is not therefore one in proportion to its being, but it is possible to have no less real an existence but to be less one. For an army or a chorus has no less being than a house, but all the same it is less one. It seems then that the one in each thing looks more to good, and in so far as it attains to good it is also one, and being more or less one lies in this; for each thing
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τον τῳ· εἶναι γὰρ θέλει έκαστον οὐχ ἁπλῶς, ἀλλὰ μετά τοῦ αγαθού. διὰ τούτο καί τα μὴ ἐν ὡς ὃὑναται σπεύδει ἐν γενέσθαι, τὰ μὲν φὑσει αὐτῇ τῇ φύσει συνιόντα εις ταύτόν ένούσθαι αύτοΐς θέλοντα* οὐ γὰρ ἀπ* ἀλλήλων σπεὑδει ἕκαστα, ἀλλ’ εἰς ἄλληλα καὶ εἰς αὐτά* καὶ φυχ αι πᾶσ αι εἰς ἐν ἂν βούλοιντο ἰέναι μετά την αυτών ουσίαν, καί άμφοτόρωθ€ν δὲ τὸ ἐν* καὶ γὰρ τὸ ἀφ’ οὖ και τὸ εἰς ὅ* καί γὰρ ἄρχεται ἀπὸ τοῦ ἕν καὶ σπεὑδει εἰς τὸ ἐν. οὕτω γὰρ καὶ τὸ αγαθόν ούτε γὰρ ὐπέστη ἐν τοῖς οὖσιν ότιούν ύποστάν τε οὐκ ἂν ἀνἐχοιτο μὴ πρὸς τὸ ἐν την σπουδὴν ἔχον. τὰ μὲν δὴ φὑσει οὕτω* τὰ δὲ ἐν ταῖς τἐχναις αὐτὴ ὲκάστη έκαστον προς τούτο καθόσον δὑναται καὶ ὡς δύναται ἐκεῖνα ούτως ἄγειν’ τὸ δὲ ἂν μάλιστα πάντων τούτου τυγχάνει* ἐγγὺς γάρ. ὅθεν τὰ μὲν ἄλλα λέγεται ὃ λέγεται μόνον, οἷον άνθρωπος* και γάρ, εἴ ποτε λέγοιμεν εἷς, πρὸς δύο λέγομεν εἰ δὲ και άλλως τὸ ἐν λέγομεν, ἀπ’ αυτού προστιθέντες λέγομεν. ἐπὶ δὲ τοῦ οντος λέγομεν τὸ ὅλον τούτο εν ον και ἀξιοὐμεν ὡς ἐν ἐνδεικνὑμενοι την σφόδρα αυτού προς τὸ ἀγαθὸν συνουσίαν, γίγνεται οὖν τὸ ἐν καί εν αὐτῷ ως ἀρχὴ καὶ τέλος, οὐχ ὠσαὑτως δέ, ἀλλὰ ἄλλως, ὥστε και το πρότερον καί το ύστερον καί εν τω εν. τί οὖν τὸ ἐν αὐτῷ ἐν; οὐχὶ ομοίως εν άπασι τοῖς μερεσι καί κοινόν θεωροὑμενον; ἡ πρώτον μὲν καὶ ἐν ταῖς γραμμαΐς κοινόν το σημεῖον καὶ οὐ γένος τῶν γραμμών καί εν τοΐς άριθμοΐς κοινόν τὸ ἐν δὴ ἴσως τοῦτο καὶ οὐ γένος· ουδὲ 1
1 Sleeman, Theiler: λἐγει BxUC: λἐγοι w: ποιεῖ Muller: τελεί Seidel. ,
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wishes not just for being, but for being together with the good. For this reason things which are not one strive as far as they can to become one, natural things by their very nature coming together, wishing to be united in identity with themselves; for all individual things do not strive to get away from each other, but towards each other and towards themselves; and all souls would like to come to unity, following their own nature. And the One is on both sides of them; for it is that from which they come and to which they go; for all things originate from the One and strive towards the One. For in this way they also strive towards the Good; for nothing whatever among the real beings could have come to exist or endure in existence if its. striving was not directed towards the One. This is how it is with the things in nature. But as for the things of art, each art brings each of its products to this as far as it can and as far as their capacity allows. Being attains this most of all: for it is near. For this reason the other things are called only what they are called, man for instance; for even if we do sometimes say "one man”, we say this in comparison with two; but if we do use the one in other contexts, we do so by adding, beginning from itself. But in the case of being we call this whole "one-being” and by indicating it as one claim its close communion with the Good. So the one in it also is principle and goal, but not in the same way, but otherwise, as there is prior and posterior also in that which is one. What then is the one in it? Is it not observed to be alike in all the parts and common? Now, first of all the point is common in lines and is not the genus of lines; there is something common in numbers, very likely this one, and it is not a genus:
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γὰρ ταὐτὸν τὸ ἐν τὸ ἐπ’ αυτού του ἐν τῷ1 ἐπὶ μονάδος 45 καὶ δυάδος καί τῶν ἄλλων αριθμών. ἔπειτα καὶ ἐν τῷ ὅντι οὐδὲν κωλύει τὰ μὲν πρώτα, τὰ δ’ υστέρα εἶναι, καὶ τὰ μὲν απλά, τα δὲ σύνθετα εἶναι, καὶ εἰ ταὐτὸν δὲ ἐν πᾶσι τὸ ἐν τοῖς τοῦ οντος, διαφορά ούκ ουσα αυτού οὐδὲ εἴδη ποιεῖ* εἰ δὲ μὴ εἴδη, οὐδὲ γένος αὐτὸ δύναται εἶναι.
12.	Καί ταῦτα μὲν οὕτω. πώς δὲ τοῖς άριθμοΐς το αγαθόν ἐν τῷ ἐν εἶναι έκαστον ἀψὐχοις οΰσιν; ἡ κοινόν τούτο και ἐπὶ τῶν άλλων άψυχων, εἰ δέ τις λίγοι μὴ εἶναι ὅλως αὐτοὑς, ἡμεῖς περὶ ὄντων ειπομεν, καθὸ ἐν
5 έκαστον, εἰ δὲ τὸ σημεῖον ζητοῖεν πώς αγαθού μετἐχει, εἰ μὲν καθ* αὐτὸ φήσουσιν εἶναι, εἰ μὲν άφυχον φήσουσι, τὸ αὐτὸ ὅπερ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν άλλων τῶν τοιουτων ζητούσιν εἰ δ’ ἐν άλλοις, οἷον ἐν κύκλω, το αγαθόν το ἐκείνου τοῦτο, καὶ ἡ ὄρεξις πρὸς τοῦτο καὶ σπεύδει ὡς 10 δύναται διά τούτου ἐκεῖ. ἀλλὰ πῶς τὰ γένη ταῦτα; ἆρα κατακερματιζόμενα1 2 ἕκαστα; ἡ ὅλον ἐν ἑκάστῳ ὧν γένος, καί πῶς ἔτι ἕν; ἡ τὸ γένει ἐν ὡς ἐν πολλοῖς ὅλον. ἆρ’ οὖν μόνον ἐν τοῖς μετἐχουσιν; ἡ οὔ, ἀλλὰ καὶ καθ’ αὐτὸ καὶ ἐν τοῖς μετἐχουσιν. ἀλλ’ ἴσως σαφέστερον ἔσται ὕστερον.
13.	Νῦν δέ, πῶς τὸ ποσὸν οὐκ ἐν τοἷς γἐνεσι τοἷς πρώτοις, και αὖ τὸ ποιόν; ή ποσὸν μὲν ου πρώτον μετά τῶν άλλων, οτι εκείνα μὲν ἅμα μετὰ τοῦ οντος, κίνησις
1	Kirchhoff: τοι) Enn.
2	κατακ. U, Igal, Η-S2: και τἀ #c. wBxC.
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for the one in the one itself is not the same as the one in the unit and the two and the other numbers. And then in being also nothing prevents some things from being prior and others posterior, and some simple and some composite. And if the one is the same in all things which belong to being, as there is no differentiation of it it does not make specific forms; but if there are no specific forms, it cannot itself be a genus.
12,	And so much for this. But how does the good for numbers lie in their being each of them one when they are soulless? Now this is common also to other soulless things. But if anyone were to say that numbers do not exist at all, we for our part were speaking of existing things, in so far as each of them is one. But if they were to enquire how the point partakes of the good, if they are going to assert that it exists by itself, then, if they assert that it is soulless, their enquiry is the same as in the case of other things of the kind; but if in others, in the circle for instance, this is the good of the point and its desire is directed to this, and it will strive as far as it can towards the transcendent through this circle. But how can the genera be these things? Can they really be particulars, all chopped up small? No, the generic one is like a whole in many things. Does it exist only in the things which participate in it? No, but it exists both independently and in the things which participate in it. But perhaps this will be clearer later.
13.	But now, why is the quantum not in the primary genera, and also the quale? Now, the quantum is not primary with the others because they are simultaneous with being. For movement is with
5
10
15
20
25
PLOTINUS: ENNEAD VI. 2.
γὰρ μετὰ τοῦ οντος ἐνέργεια οντος ζωὴ αὐτοῦ οὖσα* καὶ στάσις ἐν αὐτῇ τῇ ουσία συνεισῄει* μᾶλλον δὲ συνῆν τὸ εἶναι τούτοις ἐτέροις καὶ τοῖς αὐτοῖς, ὥστε συνοράσθαι καὶ ταὐτα. αριθμός δὲ ύστερός τε εκείνων και εαυτού, και τὸ “ύστερος” παρά του πρότερον, και εφεξής ἀλλήλοις, καί ενυπάρχει τα υστέρα εν προτεροις* ὥστε εν μεν τοῖς πρώτοις ου κ αν καταριθμοΐτο· ζητητεον δέ, εἰ ὅλως γένος. τὸ μέντοι μέγεθος ἔτι μάλλον ύστερον καί σύνθετον* ἀριθμὸς γὰρ ἐν τῷδε καὶ γραμμή δύο τινα καὶ επίπεδον τρία, ει μεν οὖν παρὰ τοῦ αριθμού ἔχει καὶ τὸ συνεχὲς μέγεθος τὸ ποσόν, τού αριθμού οὐκ οντος γένους πώς ἂν τοῦτο ἔχοι; ἔνι δὲ καὶ ἐν τοῖς μεγέθεσι το πρότερον καί το ύστερον, ει δὲ κοινόν επ’ άμφοϊν το ποσοΐς, τί τούτο ἐστι ληπτέον, καί εύρόντας θετέον γένος ύστερον, οὐκ ἐν τοῖς πρώτοις* καὶ εἰ γένος μὴ ἐν τοἷς πρώτοις, εις τι ἀνακτέον τῶν πρώτων ή των εις τα πρώτα, δῆλον τοίνυν ίσως, ὅτι ὅσον τι δηλοῖ ἡ τού ποσού φύσις καί μετρεϊ τὸ ὅσον έκαστου αυτή τε ὅσον τι. ἀλλ’ εἰ κοινόν ἐπ’ αριθμού καί μεγέθους το ὅσον, ἡ ὸ αριθμός πρώτος, το δὲ μέγεθος ἀπ’ εκείνου, ή ὅλως ὁ μεν αριθμός εν μίξει κινήσεως καί στάσεως, τὸ δὲ μέγεθος κίνησις τις ἡ ἐκ κινήσεως, τής μεν κινήσεως εις αόριστον προϊούσης, τής δὲ στάσεως εν τῇ ἐποχῇ τοῦ προϊόντος μονάδα ποιούσης. ἀλλὰ περί γενέσεως
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being as the activity of being, since it is its life; and rest came in as well in substance itself; and still more is being same and other associated with these three classes, so that sameness and otherness also are seen together with them. But number is posterior to these classes and posterior to itself, and the posterior comes from the prior and numbers come one after another in order, and the posterior exist in the prior; so number could not be counted among the first genera; and we should enquire whether it is a genus at all. But magnitude is still more subsequent and composite; for it is number in this particular thing—and a line is some sort of two and a surface three. If then the continuous magnitude has its quantitativeness from number, if number is not a genus how could this have [the status of a genus]? And there is prior and posterior also in magnitudes. But if it is common to both numbers and magnitudes to be quantitative, we must grasp what this [being quantitative] is and, when we have found it, posit it as a posterior genus, not among the primary genera; and if it is a genus not among the primary ones, it must be referred back to one of the primary genera or to one of those which go back to them. So it is perhaps clear that the nature of the quantum signifies a definite quantity and it measures how much each thing is and is itself a so much. But if definite quantity is common to number and magnitude, then either number is primary and magnitude comes from it, or number consists altogether in a mixture of movement and rest, but magnitude is a movement or derives from movement; movement goes forward into the indefinite, but rest in holding back what is going forward makes the unit. But we must consider later
153
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αριθμού και μεγέθους, μάλλον δὲ ὑποστάσεως ύστερον και ἐπινοίας θεωρητέον, τάχα γὰρ ὁ μὲν αριθμός εν τοῖς πρώτοις γένεσι, τὸ δὲ μέγεθος ὕστερον ἐν συνθέσει' και 6 μὲν αριθμός ὲστώτων, τὸ δὲ μέγεθος ἐν κινήσει. αλλὰ ταύτα μὲν ὕστερον, ως φαμεν.
14. Περὶ δὲ του ποιου, διὰ τί οὐκ ἐν τοῖς πρώτοις; ἦ ὅτι καὶ τούτο ὕστερον καὶ μετὰ την ουσίαν, [δεῖ δὲ την ουσίαν παρακολουθούντα ταύτα ἔχειν τὴν πρώτην, μη ἐκ τούτων δὲ την σύστασιν ἔχειν μηδὲ διὰ τοὑτων συμπληρούσθ αι* ἣ ειη ἂν υστέρα ποιότητος και ποσότητος.]1 ἐν μὲν οὖν ταῖς σύνθεταις ουσίαις και εκ πολλών, ἐν αἷς καὶ αριθμοί και ποσότητες2 διαλλαγὴν έποίησαν αυτών, και ποιότητες εἶεν ἂν καὶ κοινότης τις εν αύταΐς θεωρηθήσεται* ἐν·δὲ τοῖς πρώτοις γενεσι την διαίρεσιν οὐχ απλών και συνθέτων δει ποιεῖσθαι, αλλ απλών και τῶν τὴν οὐσίαν συμπληρούν των, ου την τινα ουσίαν. [τὴν μεν γὰρ τινα ουσίαν συμπληρούσθ αι και εκ ποιότητος οὐδὲν ἴσως ατοπον, έχούσης ήδη την ουσίαν προ της ποιότητος, τὸ δὲ τοιόνδε ἔξωθεν, αυτήν δὲ την ουσίαν α ἔχει ουσιώδη ἔχειν.]1 καίτοι εν αλλοις ή ζ ιού μεν τα μεν τής ουσίας συμπληρωτικά ομωνύμως ποια είναι, τα δ’ ἔξωθεν μετά την ουσίαν υπάρχοντα ποια, και τὰ μεν εν ταῖς ουσίαις ένεργείας αυτών, τἀ δε μετ’ αὑτὸς ἡδη πάθη, νῦν δὲ λἑγομεν ουκ ουσίας ολως εἶναι συμπληρωτικά τὰ τῆς τινὸς ουσίας* οὐ γὰρ ουσίας προσθήκη γίνεται τω άνθρώπω καθὸ άνθρωπος εις ουσίαν* ἀλλ’ ἔστιν οὐσία άνωθεν, πριν ἐπὶ την διαφοράν ελθεΐν, ώσπερ και ζῷον ἡδη, πριν ἐπὶ τὸ λογικόν ήκειν. 1
1 del. H-S2 ut e Simpl. hue insertum (cf. Schwyzer, Mws. tfe/v. 26,1969, 2fi5).
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the coming into being of number and magnitude, or rather their real or notional existence. For perhaps number is among the first genera, but magnitude comes later in a composition; and number is of static things, but magnitude is in movement. But, as we say, we will discuss these questions later.
14.	But as for the quale, why is it not among the primary genera? It is because this also is posterior and comes after substance. In composite substances, then, which are made up of many elements, and in which numbers and quantities produce their differentiation, there might also be qualities, and a certain common element will be discerned in them; but in the primary genera the distinction which must be made is not between simples and composites but between simples and those which make an essential contribution to substance, not to a particular substance. All the same, we did think it right to say elsewhere that the elements which contributed to the essential completion of substance were qualities only in name, but those which came from outside subsequent to substance were qualities [in the proper sense], and that those which were in substances were their activities, but those which came after them were already passive affections. But now we are saying that the elements of particular substance make no contribution at all to the completion of substance as such; for there is no substantial addition to the substance of man by reason of his being man; but he is substance at a higher level, before coming to the differentiation, as is also the living being before coming to the "reasonable”. 2
2 Rieth: ποιότητες· Enn.
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15. Πῶς οὖν τὰ τέτταρα γένη συμπληρόω την ουσίαν οὔπω ποιαν ουσίαν ποιοΰντα; οὑδὲ γὰρ τινα. ὅτι μὲν οὖν τὸ ον πρώτον, εἴρηται, καὶ ὡς ἡ κίνησις ου κ αν εἵη ἄλλο οὐδ’ ἡ στάσις οὐδὲ θάτερον οὐδὲ ταύτόν, δῆλον καὶ ὅτι 5 οὑ ποιότητα ἐνεργάζεται ἡ κίνησις αυτή, ίσως μὲν φανερόν, λεχθὲν δὲ μάλλον ποιήσει σαφέστερον. εἰ γὰρ ἡ κίνησις ενέργεια ἐστιν αὐτῆς, ένεργεία δὲ τὸ ον και ὅλως τὰ πρώτα, ούκ αν συμβεβηκός εἵη ἡ κίνησις, αλλ ενέργεια οὖσα ένεργεία οντος οὐδ’ ἂν συμπληρωτικόν 10 ἔτι λέγοιτο, ἀλλ’ αὐτή* ὧστε οὑκ έμβέβηκεν εις ύστερόν τι οὐδ’ εἰς ποιότητα, ἀλλ’, εἰς τὸ άμα τέτακται. ου γὰρ ἔστιν ὅν, εἶτα κεκίνηται, ουδέ ἔστιν ὅν, εἶτα ἔστη* ουδὲ πάθος ή στάσις* καί ταύτόν δε και θάτερον οὐχ υστέρα, ότι μη ύστερον εγένετο πολλά, αλλ* ἦν ὅπερ ἦν ἐν 15 πολλά· ει δε πολλά, και έτερό της, και ει εν πολλά, και ταύτότης. και ταῦτα εἰς τὴν ουσίαν αρκεί’ ὅταν δὲ μέλλη προς τα κάτω προϊέναι, τότε αλλα, α ουκέτι ουσίαν ποιεί, ἀλλὰ ποιὸν ουσίαν και πόσην ουσίαν, και
γιγνέσθω γένη ου πρώτα.
16. Τὸ δὲ “πρός τι” παραφυάδι ἐοικὸς πῶς ἂν ἐν πρώτοις; ετέρου γὰρ πρὸς έτερον και ου προς αυτό η σχέσις [καὶ προς ἄλλο] ν’ που δε και ποτε ετι πόρρω. το τε γὰρ “ποῦ” ἄλλο ἐν άλλω, ώστε δυο· το δε
del. Harder, Theiler.
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15.	How then do the four genera contribute to the completion of substance when they do not yet make it a kind of substance? For they do not make it a particular substance. It has been said that being is primary, and it is clear that movement cannot be other [than primary], nor rest, nor other, nor same; and it is perhaps also obvious that this movement does not produce quality, but if we say something about this, it will perhaps be clearer. For if movement is the activity of substance, and being and the primary genera altogether are actively actual, movement could not be something incidental, but, being the activity of what is actively actual, could not any longer be called something which contributes to the completion of substance, but is substance itself: so that it has not entered some subsequent genus, not even quality, but is ranked as simultaneous. For being is not first being and then in movement, nor is it first being and then at rest; nor is rest a passive affection of it; and same and other do not come after it, because it did not become many afterwards, but was what it was, one-many; but if it is many, it is also otherness, and if it is one-many, it is also sameness. And these are enough for its substance; but when it is going to proceed to the lower levels, then there are others, which no longer make substance, but qualified and quantified substance, and let us grant that these are non-primary genera.
16.	But how could "relation”, which is like a side-shoot, be among the first [genera]? For the state of being related is of one thing to another and not of a thing to itself."Where” and "when” are still further away. For the "'where” means one thing in another, so that there are two; but the genus must be one, and
157
PLOTINUS: ENNEAD VI. 2.
5 γένος ἐν δει εἶναι, οὐ σύνθεσιν καί οὐδὲ τόπος εκεΐ' νῦν δὲ ὁ λόγος περί τῶν ὄντων κατ’ ἀλήθειαν. ὅ τε χρονος εἰ ἐκει. σκεπτέον μάλλον δὲ ἴσως οὔ. εἰ δὲ καὶ μέτρον καὶ οὐχ ἁπλῶς μέτρον, ἀλλὰ κινήσεως, δυο καὶ σύνθετον τὸ ὅλον καὶ κινήσεως ὕστερον, ὥστε οὐχ ὅπου 10 κίνησις ἐν ἴση διαιρέσει, τὸ δὲ ‘ ποιεῖν” καὶ τὸ “πάσχειν” ἐν κινήσει, ει ἄρα εκεί το πάσχειν' και το ποιεῖν δὲ δύο* ὁμοίως καὶ τὸ πάσχειν' ουδέτερον οὖν άπλούν. και το “ἔχειν” δυο καὶ τὸ “κεΐσθαι” άλλο εν άλλω όντως, ώστε τρία.
17.	Ἀλλὰ τὸ καλόν και τὸ ἀγαθὸν καὶ αἰ ἀρεταὶ διὰ τί οὑκ ἐν τοῖς πρώτοις, επιστήμη, νους; ή το μεν αγαθόν, ει τὸ πρώτον, ἣν δὴ λεγομεν την τού αγαθού φύσιν, καθ’ ἦς οὐδὲν κατηγορεΐται, ἀλλ’ ημείς μη 5 ἔχοντες άλλως σημήναι οντω λεγομεν, γένος οὐδενὸς ἂν εΐη. ου γὰρ κατ’ άλλων λέγεται ἡ ἦν ἂν καθ’ ὧν λέγεται έκαστον εκείνο λεγόμενον, και προ ουσίας δὲ εκείνο, οὐκ ἐν ουσία, ει δ’ ὠς ποιον το αγαθόν, ὅλως τὸ ποιον ούκ εν τοΐς πρώτοις. τί οὖν ἡ τοῦ οντος φύσις ούκ αγαθόν; η 1
1 Α very curious and paradoxical kind of intelligible "place” does appear in V. 8.4. 15-19 (cp. VI. 7.31-33): but the intelligible χώρα there is very different from the Aristotelian τόπος here. Plotinus’ unwillingness to dismiss the question of time in the intelligible as summarily as he dismisses that of place should be noted. Perhaps he was already planning the work On Eternity and Time (III. 7 [45]), which follows VI, 1-3 immediately in Porphyry’s chronological order. There are passages in this and one or two elsewhere in the Enneads which anticipate and may have provided the starting-point for the doctrine of a higher time on the intelligible level in Iamblichus and his successors. See, IV. 4 (28). 16. 13-16; VI. 7 (38). 1. 54-58; III.
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not a compound; and there is not any place in the intelligible world; but now we are speaking of the things which truly exist. And we must consider whether time is there; but it is more likely that it is not.1 But if it is a "measure”, and not just a measure, but a "measure of movement”, there are two [components] and the whole is composite and posterior to movement, so that it is not where movement is in a division on the same level. But "acting” and "being affected” are in movement—if being affected is really in the intelligible world at all; and "acting” involves two; and so likewise does "being affected”; neither, therefore, is simple. And "having” implies two, and "position” means one thing in another, so that there are three.
17.	But why are not the beautiful and the good and the virtues among the primary genera—and knowledge and intellect? As for the good, if it is the first, the nature which we certainly do call that of the good, of which nothing is predicated, but we call it this because we cannot indicate it in any other way, it could not be the genus of anything. For it is not predicated of other things, or each of the other things of which it was predicated would be spoken of as the good. And that good is before substance, not in substance. But if it is the good as a quale, the qualified in general is not among the primary gen-
7 (45). 7. 7-10; on anticipations of the later doctrine in the much-discussed chapter 11 of III. 7 see Peter Manchester "Time and the Soul in Plotinus III 7 [45] 11” in Dionysius II, 1978; for the later doctrine itself see S. Sambursky and S. Pines The Concept of Time in Late Neoplatonism (a collection of passages with introduction and commentary), Jerusalem 1971.
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10 πρώτον μὲν ἄλλως καὶ οὐκ ἐκείνως ὡς τὸ πρώτον και ὦς ἐστιν αγαθόν οὐχ ὡς ποιον, ἀλλ’ ἐν αυτῷ. αλλα και τἀ ἄλλα ἔφαμεν γένη ἐν αὐτῷ, καὶ διότι κοινόν τι ἦν έκαστον καὶ ἐν πολλοῖς έωράτο, γένος. ει οὖν καὶ το αγαθόν όράται ἐφ’ ἑκάστῳ μέρει τῆς ουσίας η του οντος η ἐπὶ τοῖς πλεἴστοις, διὰ τί οὐ γένος και εν τοῖς 15 πρώτοις; η ἐν απασι τοῖς μέρεσιν οὐ ταὐτόν, ἀλλὰ πρώτως καὶ δευτέρως καί ὑστέρως* ἥ γὰρ ὅτι θάτερον παρά θατέρου, το ύστερον παρά τού προτέρου, ἡ ὅτι παρ’ ἐνὸς πάντα του ἐπέκεινα, ἄλλα δ’ άλλως κατά φύσιν την αυτών μεταλαμβάνει. εἰ δὲ δὴ καί γένος 20 ὲθέλει τις θέσθαι, ΰστ€ρον ύστερον γὰρ τῆς ουσίας και του τί ἐστι τὸ εἶναι αὐτὸ αγαθόν, καν αει συνῇ, ἐκεῖνα δὲ ἦν τον οντος ἦ ἂν καὶ εἰς τὴν ουσίαν, ἐντεῦθεν γὰρ καὶ τὸ ἐπέκεινα του οντος, ἐπειδὴ τὸ ἂν καὶ ἡ ουσία ον δύναται μὴ πολλά εἶναι, ἀλλὰ ανάγκη αὐτῷ ἔχειν 25 ταῦτα, ήριθμημένα γένη, και εἶναι ἐν πολλά, εἰ μέντοι το αγαθόν τὸ ἐν τὸ ἐν τῷ ὅντι—μὴ ὁκνοῖμεν λέγειν τὴν ἐνέργειαν αυτού την κατά φύσιν προς το ἐν τούτο εἶναι τὸ ἀγαθὸν αυτού, Γν’ ἐκεῖθεν ἀγαθοειδὲς ἦ— ἔσται τὸ αγαθόν τούτω ἐνέργεια πρὸς τὸ αγαθόν· τοῦτο 30 δὲ ἡ ζωὴ αυτού· τούτο δὲ ἡ κίνησις, ή ἡδη ἐστιν ἐν τι τῶν γενών.
18.	Περὶ δὲ τοῦ καλού, εἰ μὲν ἑκεῖνο ἡ πρώτη καλλονή, τὰ αὐτὰ ἂν καὶ παραπλήσια λέγοιτο τοῖς ἐπὶ 16ο
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era. Well then, is the nature of being not good? First, it is so otherwise, and not in that way in which the first is; and the way in which it is good is not as a quale, but in itself. But we said that the other genera also were in themselves, and it was because it was something common and was seen in many things that it was a genus. If then the good is seen in each part of substance or of being, or in most of them, why is it not a genus, and among the primary ones? Now it is not the same in all the parts, but is present primarily and secondarily and subsequently: either because one good comes from another, the posterior from the prior, or because all come from the one transcendent Good, but different ones partake of it in different ways according to their own nature. But if someone does want to posit it also as a genus, it will be posterior; for a thing’s being good is posterior to its being and its being something, even if it always accompanies them, but those [primary genera] belong to being as being and enter into substance. For that is the reason for the "beyond being”,1 since being and substance cannot help being many, but it must contain these, the genera we have counted up, and be one-many. But if the good is the one in being—let us not shrink from saying that its natural activity towards the One is its good, that it may be by it in the form of good—the good for being is its activity towards the Good; but this is its life; but this is movement, which is already one of the genera.
18.	As for the beautiful, if the primary beauty is that [transcendent First], what could be said about it
1 This is one of the clearest indications in Plotinus of how he understood the ἐπἐκεινα της ουσίας of Plato Republic
509B8; cp. V. 5.6. 5-13.	.
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τοῦ αγαθού λόγοις· καὶ εἰ τὸ ἐπὶ τῇ ιδεᾳ οἷον ἀποστίλβον, ὅτι μὴ τὸ αὐτὸ ἐν πᾶσι, καὶ ὅτι ὕστερον τὸ 5 ἐπιστίλβειν. εἰ δὲ οὐκ ἄλλο τι τὸ καλὸν ἡ ἡ ονοία αυτή, ἐν τῇ ουσία εἴρηται, εἰ δὲ πρὸς ἡμᾶς τοὺς ὁρῶντας τῷ τοιόνδε πάθος ποιεῖν ἐστι, τούτο τὸ ἐνεργειν κίνησις, και εἰ πρὸς ἐκεῖνο ἡ ἐνέργεια, κίνησις. όστι δὲ και ή Επιστήμη αὐτοκίνησις ὄψις οὖσα τοῦ οντος καὶ ἐνἐργεια, ἀλλ’ οὐχ ἕξις* ώστε καὶ αὐτὴ ὑπὸ τὴν κίνησιν, 10 εἰ δὲ βοὑλει, ὑπὸ την στάσιν, η και υπ’ ἄμφω* εἰ δὲ ὐπ’ ἄμφω, ὡς μικτόν* εἰ τούτο, ΰστ€ρον τὸ μικτόν. 6 δὲ νοῦς ἂν νοούν και σύνθετον ἐκ πάντων, οὐχ ἐν τι τῶν γενῶν* καὶ ἔστιν ὁ ἀληθινὸς νούς δν μετὰ πάντων και ἤδη πάντα τὰ ὄντα, τὸ δὲ ἂν [μόνον] 1 φίλον εἰς γόνος 15 λαμβανόμενον στοιχεῖον αυτού, δικαιοσύνη δὲ καὶ σωφροσύνη και ὅλως ἀρετὴ ἐνέργειαί τινες νοῦ πᾶσαι* ώστε οὐκ ἐν πρώτοις και ύστερα γόνος2 και είδη.
19.	Γόνη δὴ ὄντα τὰ τέτταρα ταῦτα καὶ πρώτα ἆρα καθ’ αὐτὸ ίκαστον εἴδη ποιεῖ; οἷον τὸ ἂν διαιροΐτο αν ήδη ἐφ’ ἐαυτοῦ ἄνευ τῶν άλλων; ή ον' ἐπειδὴ ἔὑμθεν τοὐ γόνους λαβεῖν δει τὰς διαφοράς, και εἶναι μὲν τοῦ
1	delevimus, ut glossam ad φίλον.
2	Α (γἐνου A3S) EBxUC, Igal, Η-S2: γένους Apc, Kirchhoff. * III, * V.
1 For the possibility of beauty being either the First or the Second Hypostasis cp. I, 6.9. 40-43. In the great work
III, 8 (30)—V. 8 (31)—V. 5 (32)—II. 9 (33) beauty is firmly
identified as on the level of οόσία, the Second Hypostasis.
V. 5.12 brings out the difference between this and the First
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would be the same and similar to what was said about the Good; and if it is that which, one might say, shines out upon the Idea, [we could say that it is not the same in all] the Forms and that the shining upon them is posterior. But if the beautiful is nothing else but substance itself, it has been included in what was said about substance.1 But if it is the beautiful in relation to us who see it by affecting us in this kind of way, this active actuality is movement, and if the activity is directed towards the transcendent, it is [still] movement. And knowledge is self-movement, since it is a sight of being and an active actuality, not a state; so that it also comes under movement—but, if you like, under rest, or under both; but if under· both, it is as something mixed; and if so, the mixed is posterior. But Intellect, since it is being as intelligent and a composite of all [the genera], is not one of the genera; and the true Intellect is being with all its contents and already all beings, but being in isolation, taken as a genus, is an element of it. But righteousness and self-control and virtues in general are all particular activities of Intellect; so that they are not among the primary [genera] and genus and species [of virtue] are posterior.
19.	Granted that these four are genera, and primary genera, does each of them by itself make species? Does being, for instance, already divide by itself without the others? No: since it must take its differentiations from outside the genus, and they are
particularly sharply. For the "shining” of beauty on the Idea see VI. 7.21-22. Cp. my "Beauty and the Discovery of Divinity in the Thought of Plotinus” (Plotinian and Christian Studies XIX).
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5 οντος διαφοράς ῄ ὅν, οὐ μέντοι τὰς διαφοράς αυτό. πόθεν οὖν ἔξει; οὐ γὰρ δὴ ἐκ τῶν οὐκ ὄντων, εἰ δὴ ἐξ ὄντων, ἦν δὲ τἀ γένη τὰ τρία τὰ λοιπά, δῆλον ὅτι ἐκ τούτων και μετὰ τούτων προστιθέμενων καὶ συνδναζομένων και άμα γινομένων. ἀλλὰ άμα γινόμενα 10 τούτο δη έποίει τὸ ἐκ πάντων, πώς οὖν τὰ ἄλλα ἐστὶ μετὰ τὸ ἐκ πάντων; και πώς γένη πάντα ὄντα εἴδη ποιεῖ; πῶς δὲ ἡ κίνησις είδη κινήσεως καὶ ἡ στάσις και τἀ άλλα; ἐπεὶ κἀκεῖνο δεῖ παραφυλάττειν, ὅπως μη άφανίζοιτο έκαστον ἐν τοῖς εἵδεσι, μηθ’ αὖ τὸ γένος κατηγορούμενον ἦ μόνον ως ἐν ἐκεινοις θεωρούμενον, 15 ἀλλ’ ἦ ἐκείνοις άμα και έν αὐτῷ καὶ μιγνύμενον αὖ καθαρόν και μη μιγνὑμενον ύπάρχη, μηδ9 άλλως συντελούν εἰς ουσίαν αυτό άπολλύη. περί μεν δη τούτων σκεπτέον, ἐπεὶ δὲ έφαμεν τὸ ἐκ πάντων τῶν ὄντων νοῦν εἶναι έκαστον, προ δε πάντων ως ειδών και μερών το ον 20 καὶ τὴν ουσίαν τιθέμεθα νοῦν εἶναι, τὸν ἡδη νοῦν ύστερον λέγομεν εἶναι, καὶ δὴ ταύτην την απορίαν χρήσιμον προς τὸ ζητούμενον ποιησώμεθα και οἷον παραδείγματι χρησάμενοι εις γνώσιν τῶν λεγομένων αυτούς έμβιβάζωμεν.
20.	Αάβωμεν οὖν τὸν μὲν εἶναι νοῦν οὐδὲν έφαπτόμενον τῶν ἐν μέρει οὐδ’ ενεργούντα περί ότιούν, ΐνα μη τις νοῦς γίγνοιτο, ώσπερ επιστήμη προ τῶν ἐν μέρει ειδών, και η έν εΐδει δε επιστήμη προ τῶν ἐν αὐτῇ 5 μερών* πάσα μὲν οὐδὲν τῶν ἐν μέρει δύναμις παντων, 164
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differentiations of being as being, but the differentiations are not being itself. Where will it get them from, then? Certainly not from non-beings. But if it got them from being and the three remaining genera existed, it is clear that the differentiations arose from them and with them, applied to being and coupled with it and coming to be simultaneous with it. But by coming to be simultaneous with it they made what is composed of all. How then do the others exist along with that which is from all? And how if they are all genera do they make species? How does movement make species of movement, and rest, and the other ones? For we must be careful about this, that each genus does not disappear in its species, and that the genus is not only predicated as observed in them, but that it is both in the species and in itself, and must be at once mingled and pure and unmingled, and must not contribute uselessly to substance by destroying itself. We shall have to consider these questions. But since we asserted that what is composed of all beings is each individual intelligence, but posited that the being and substance prior to all as species and parts was Intellect, we are saying that Intellect as it is is posterior. Well then, let us make this difficulty profitable for our enquiry and by using it as a kind of example embark upon getting to understand what we are saying.
20.	Let us then apprehend one Intellect which in no way applies itself to partial things and is not active about anything in particular, so that it may not become a particular intellect, like the knowledge before the specific partial forms of knowledge and the knowledge in specific form before the parts in it; for every body of knowledge is none of its partial
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έκαστον δὲ ἐνεργεία ἐκεῖνο, καί δυνάμει δὲ πάντα, καί ἐπὶ τῆς καθόλου ωσαύτως* αἱ μὲν ἐν εἵδει, αΓ ἐν τῇ ὅλῃ δυνάμει κεῖνται, αἱ δὴ τὸ ἐν εἵδει λαβοῦσαι, δυνάμει εἴσὶν ἡ ὅλη* κατηγορεῖται γὰρ ἡ πάσα, ου μόριον τής πάσης* αυτήν γε μὴν δεῖ ακέραιον ἐφ’ αυτής εἶναι, ουτω δὴ άλλως μὲν νοῦν τὸν ξύμπαντα εἰπεῖν εἶναι, τὸν πρὸ τῶν καθέκαστον ἐνεργεία ὄντων, ἄλλως δὲ νοῦς έκαστους,1 τοὺς μὲν ἐν μέρει ἐκ πάντων πληρωθέντας, τὸν δ* ἐπὶ πᾶσι νοῦν χορηγόν μὲν τοῖς καθέκαστα, δύναμιν δὲ αὐτῶν εἶναι καὶ ἔχειν ἐν τῷ καθόλου ἐκείνους, εκείνους τε αὖ ἐν .αὑτοῖς ἐν μέρει οὖσιν ἔχειν τὸν καθόλου, ως ἡ τὶς ἐπιστήμη τὴν ἐπιστήμην. καὶ εἶναι καὶ καθ3 αυτόν τον μέγαν νοῦν καὶ ἑκάστους αὖ ἐν αὐτοῖς όντας, και ἐμπεριἐχεσθαι αὖ τοὺς ἐν μέρει τῷ ὅλῳ καὶ τὸν ὅλον τοῖς ἐν μέρει, ἑκάστους ἐφ’ ὲαυτῶν και ἐν ἀλλῳ καὶ ἐφ* ἐαυτοῦ ἐκεῖνον καὶ ἐν ἐκείνοις, καί ἐν ἐκεινῳ μὲν πάντας ἐφ’ ἐαυτοῦ ὅντι δυνάμει, ἐνεργεία ὅντι τὰ πάντα ἅμα, δυνάμει δὲ έκαστον χωρίς, τοὺς δ’ αὖ ἐνεργεία μὲν ὅ εἰσι, δυνάμει δὲ τὸ ὅλον. καθόσον μὲν γὰρ τούτο ο λέγονται εισιν, ἐνεργεία εἴσὶν ἐκεῖνο ὃ λέγονται· ῄ δ’ ἐν γένει ἐκεῖνο, δυνάμει ἐκεῖνο. ὃ δ’ αὖ, ἦ μὲν γένος, δύναμις παντων τῶν ὑπ’ αὐτὸ εἰδῶν και
1 νοό? έκαστους Igal, H—S2: ἐκ δἐ έκαστους Α (exp. et in mg. SCr. aliter έκαστου έκαστους δἐ A3) EBRacCU (δε): έκδ€€κάστους Jl έκαστους, έκαστους δε Ογθιιζθγ! έκαστου? R^c, Kirchhoff.
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contents but the potentiality of all of them, but each part is actually that part which it is, and potentially all of them, and the same is true of universal knowledge: the specific bodies of knowledge, which lie potentially in the whole, those, that is, which grasp the specific contents, are potentially the whole; for the whole is predicated of them, not a part of the whole; yet it must certainly be pure and independent. Thus we can certainly say that universal Intellect exists in one way—that is the one before those which are actually the particular intellects— and particular intellects in another, those which are partial and fulfilled from all things; but the Intellect over all of them directs the particular intellects, but is their potentiality and contains them in its universality; and they on the other hand in their partial selves contain the universal Intellect, as a particular body of knowledge contains knowledge. And [we can say that] the great Intellect exists by itself, and so do the particular intellects which are in themselves, and again that the partial intellects are comprehended in the whole and the whole in the partial; the particular ones are on their own and in another, and that great Intellect is on its own and in those particular; and all are potentially in that Intellect which is on its own, which is actually all things at once, but potentially each particular separately, and the particular intellects are actually what they are, but potentially the whole. For in so far as they are this which they are called, they are actually that which they are called; but in that they are genetically that whole, they are potentially that whole. And it again, in that it is the genus, is the potentiality of all the species under it and none of
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οὐδὲν ἐνεργεία ἐκείνων, ἀλλὰ πάντα ἐν αὐτῷ ἥσυχα* ἦ δὲ ὅ ἐστι πρὸ τῶν ειδών ἑνεργεία, τῶν οὐ καθέκαστα. δει δή, εἴπερ ἑνεργεία ἔσονται οἱ ἐν εἵδει, τὴν ἀπ’ αυτού ἑνέργειαν αιτίαν γίγνεσθαι.
21. Πῶς οὖν μενών αντος εν τω λόγω τα εν μερει ποιεί; τούτο 8έ ταύτόν πώς εκ των τεττάρων εκείνων τα λεγάμενα εφεξής, ὅρα τοίνυν εν τούτῳ τῷ μεγάλῳ νῷ καὶ άμηχάνω, ον πολυλάλω ἀλλὰ πολύνω ν ω τω πάντα νῷ καὶ ὅλῳ καὶ οὐ μερει ουδέ τινι νῷ, ὅπως ἔνι τὰ πάντα εξ αυτού, αριθμόν δὴ πάντως ἔχει ἐν τοντοις οἶς όρα, και ἔστι δὲ ἐν καὶ πολλά, καί ταῦτα δὲ δυνάμεις και θαυμαστοί δυνάμεις ονκ ασθενείς, ἀλλ’ ἅτε καθαραι οΰσαι μεγισταί εἰσι καὶ οἷον σφριγώσαι και αληθώς δυνάμεις, ον το μέχρι τινος ἔχουσαι· άπειροι τοίνυν και απειρία και τὸ μέγα. τούτο τοίνυν τὸ μέγα σὺν τῷ ἐν αὐτῷ καλῷ τῆς ουσίας και τῇ περί αυτό αγλαΐα και τω φωτι ως εν νῷ ὄντα ἰδὼν ὀρὰς καὶ τὸ ποιόν ήδη έπανθούν, μετά δε τού συνεχούς τής ενεργείας μέγεθος προφαινόμενον τῇ σῇ προσβολή εν ησύχω κείμενον, ενός δε και δύο ὄντων καὶ τριών και τὸ μέγεθος τριττόν ον και τὸ ποσόν παν. τού δὲ ποσού ένορωμένον και τού ποιού και ἄμφω εἰς ἐν ιόντων και οἷον γινομένων και σχήμα δ ρα. είσπίπτοντος δὲ τοῦ θατέρον και διαιρούντος και το ποσόν και τὸ ποιόν σχημάτων τε διαφοραι και f ποιότητος άλλαι. και ταυτότης μεν ι68
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them in actuality, but all rest quietly in it; but in that it is actually what it is before the species, it belongs to the non-particulars. But certainly, if the intellects in specific form are going to exist, the activity proceeding from universal Intellect must be the cause.
21.	How then does Intellect itself, remaining one in its essential structure, produce the partial beings? This is the same [as asking] how from those four primary genera the things which we call subsequent proceed. Well then, see how in this great, this overwhelming Intellect, not full of talk but full of intelligence, this Intellect which is all things and a whole, not a partial or particular intellect, all things which come from it are present. It certainly has number in the things which it sees, and it is one and many, and the many are its powers, wonderful powers, not weak but because they are pure the greatest of powers, fresh and full of life, we may say, and truly powers, without any limit to their action: so they are infinite, and infinity [is there] and greatness. Then when you see existing in it in the way proper to Intellect this greatness, along with the beauty that there is in it of its substance and the glory and the light around it, you see quality also, already in flower on it; and with the continuity of its activity you see magnitude, quietly at rest, appearing to your gaze; there are one and two and three, magnitude and all that is quantitative being the third. And when you see quantity and quality in it, both tending to one and in a way becoming one, then observe figure also appearing. Then otherness tumbles in and separates quantity and quality, and there are differences of figures and other qualities. And
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συνούσα Ισότητα ποιεῖ εἶναι, ἑτερότης δὲ ανισότητα εν ποσῳ ἕν τε αριθμώ ἕν τε μεγέθει, ἐξ ὧν καὶ κύκλους και τετράγωνα καὶ τἀ ἐζ ἀνίσων σχήματα, αριθμούς τε όμοιους και άνομοίους, περιττούς τε καὶ αρτίους, οὖσα γὰρ ἕννους ζωὴ καὶ ἐνέργεια οὐκ ἀτελὴς οὐδὲν παραλείπει ὧν εὐρἴσκομεν νῦν νοερὸν ἔργον ὅν, ἀλλὰ πάντα ἔχει ἐν τῇ αὐτῆς δυνάμει ὄντα αὐτὰ ἔχουσα ὡς ἂν νους ἔχοι. ἔχει δὲ νοῦς ὡς ἐν νοήσει, νοήσει δὲ οὐ τῇ ἐν διεξόδῳ· παραλέλειπται δὲ οὐδὲν τῶν ὅσα λόγοι, ἀλλ’ ἔστιν εἷς οἷον λόγος, μέγας, τέλειος, πάντας περιἐχων, ἀπὸ τῶν πρώτων αυτού επεξιων, μάλλον δε αει ἐπεξελθών, ὥστε μηδέποτε τὸ ἐπεξιέναι αληθές εἶναι. ὅλως γὰρ πανταχοῦ, ὅσα ἄν τις εκ λογισμού λαβοι εν τῇ φύσει ὄντα, ταῦτα εὑρήσει ἐν νῷ ἄνευ λογισμού ὄντα, ὧστε νομίζειν τὸ ον νοῦν λελογισμενον ουτω ποίησαι, οἷον καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν λόγων των τα ζώα ποιούντων ως γὰρ ἂν ὁ ακριβέστατος λογισμός λογίσαιτο ως άριστα, οὕτως ἔχει πάντα ἐν τοῖς λόγοις προ λογισμού οὖσι. τι χρὴ προσδοκάν ἐν τοῖς ^ανωτέραίγ1 προ φυσεως και τῶν λόγων τῶν ἐν αυτή [εν τοῖς ανωτέρω] 1 2 είναι,* εν οις γὰρ ἡ οὐσία οὐκ ἄλλο τι η νοῦς, καὶ οὐκ ἐπακτὸν οὔτε τὸ ον αὐτοῖς οὔτε ὁ νοῦς, αμογητι ζπάν)1 αν ειη άριστα ἔχον, εἴπερ κατὰ νοῦν κείοεται, καὶ τοῦτο ὅν, ὃ θέλει νους καὶ ἔστι· διὸ καὶ ἀληθινὸν καὶ πρώτον εἰ γὰρ παρ’ ἄλλου, ἐκεῖνο νοῦς. σχημάτων δὴ πάντων όφθέντων ἐν
1	Igal, H-S2.
2	del. H—S: ἐν jols del. Muller.
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sameness, which is there as well, makes equality exist, and otherness, inequality, in quantity, number and magnitude, and from these derive circles and squares and figures with unequal sides, and like and unlike numbers, and odd and even. For since its life is intelligent and its activity without imperfection, it leaves out none of the things which we now find to be works of intelligence, possessing them as realities and in the manner proper to Intellect. Intellect possesses them as in thought, but not the discursive kind of thought; but nothing is left out of all the things of which there are intelligible forming principles, but Intellect is like one great complete intelligible principle embracing them all, and it goes through them starting from its own first principles, or rather it has always gone through them, so that it is never true that it is going through them. For in general everywhere, whatever one might apprehend by reasoning as being in nature one will find existing without reasoning in Intellect, so as to think that Intellect has made being as it is after reasoning—it is like the rational forming principles which make living beings: for as the most accurate reasoning would calculate was best, so are all things in the rational principles before reasoning. What, then, should one expect in the higher principles before nature and the principles in it? For in those of which the substance is nothing else than Intellect, and neither being nor intellect is brought to them from outside, there would be no trouble about everything being for the best, if it is disposed according to Intellect and is what Intellect wills and is; therefore it is true and primary: for if it came from another, that other would be Intellect. Now all figures have
17
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45 τῷ ὅντι καί ποιότητος ἁπάσης—ἦν γὰρ οὔ τις* οὐδὲ γὰρ ἦν εἶναι μιαν τῆς θατέρου φὑσεως ἐνοὑσης, ἀλλὰ μία καὶ ποΑλαί* καὶ γὰρ ταυτότης ἦν ἕν δὲ καὶ πολλά, καὶ ἐξ ἀρχῆς τὸ τοιούτον ον, ὧστε ἐν πᾶσιν ειδεσι τὸ ἐν καὶ πολλά* μεγέθη δὴ διάφορα και σχήματα διάφορα και ποιότητες διάφοροι* οὐ γάρ ἦν οὐδέ θεμιτὸν ἦν 50 παραλελείφθαι οὐδέν τέλειον γάρ ἐκεῖ τὸ πᾶν ἡ οὐκ ἂν ἦν πᾶν—καί ζωῆς ἔπιθεοὑσης, μᾶλλον δὲ συνούσης πανταχοῦ, πάντα ἐξ ανάγκης ζώα €γ(ν€το, και ἦν καὶ σώματα ὕλης καὶ ποιότητος ὄντων, γενομένων δὲ πάντων αει καί μενόντων· καὶ ἐν τῷ εἶναι αἰῶνι 55 περιληφθέντων, χωρίς μὲν έκαστον ο ἐστιν ὄντων, ὁμοῦ δ’ αὖ ἐν ἐνὶ ὄντων, ἡ πάντων ἐν ἐνὶ ὄντων οἷον συμπλοκή και σὑνθεσις νους ἐστι. καὶ ἔχων μὲν τὰ ὄντα ἐν αυτῷ ζῷον ἐστι παντελὲς καὶ ὅ ἐστι ζ ω ον, τω δ’ ἐξ αυτού ὅντι παρἐχων ἑαυτὸν όράσθαι νοητδν γενόμενος ἐκεῖ νῷ1 δίδωσιν ὀρθῶς λέγεσθαι.
22.	Καὶ ῄνιγμένως Πλάτωνι τὸ ῄπερ οὖν νους i ν ο υ σ α ς ἰ δέ ας ἐν τῷ παντελεῖ ζῴῳ οι α ί τε € ν € ι σ ι και ὅσαι κ α θ ο ρ α. ἐπεὶ καὶ ψυχὴ μετὰ νοῦν, καθόσον ψυχὴ ἔχουσα ἐν αυτή, ἐν τῷ πρὸ 5 αὑτῆς βέλτιον καθορα· καὶ ὁ νοῦς ημών ἔχων ἐν τῷ πρὸ αυτού βέλτιον καθορα* ἐν μὲν γὰρ αὑτῷ καθορα μόνον, ἐν
1 Igal: εκείνω BxUC, H—S: εκείνων w.
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been seen in being and all quality—not a particular quality; for it could not be one since the nature of the other is there, but one and many; for sameness is there also: one and many, and being is like this from the beginning, so that the one and many is in all its specific forms; magnitudes are various and figures various and qualities various; for it was not possible or lawful for anything to be left out; for the intelligible All is complete, or it would not be the All—and since life is running over it, or rather everywhere accompanying it, all things necessarily become living beings, and there are bodies there also since there is matter and quality. Since all things eternally come into being and eternally abide, and are in eternity comprehended in being, each of them being what it is and all again being in one, the complex and construction, as we may put it, of all in one is Intellect. And since it has the real beings in itself it is a "complete” living being and "the absolute living being” 1; but by giving itself to that which comes from it to behold, by becoming intelligible, it allows the transcendent Intellect to be rightly so called.2
22. And Plato speaks riddlingly of "the way in which Intellect sees the Ideas in the complete living creature [observing] of what kind they are and how many they are”. For Soul too, which comes after Intellect, though in so far as it is Soul it has [the Forms] in itself, sees them better in that which is before it; and our intellect, though it has them, sees them better in that which is before it; for in itself it
1 Plato Timaeus 31B1 and 39E7-9.
21 adopt here Igal’s έκ€ΐ νώ for ἐκείνω, a very small change which gives a clearer sense.
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δὲ τῷ πρὸ αυτού καί καθορά ὅτι καθορά. ο δη νοῦς οντος, ὅν φαμεν καθορᾶν, οὑκ απαλλαγείς τοῦ προ αυτού εζ αυτού ών, ἅτε ὠν ἐνὸς πολλὰ και την τοῦ θατερου 10 φύσιν συνούσαν ἔχων, εἷς πολλὰ γίνεται, εἷς δε νοῦς και πολλὰ ὠν καὶ τοὺς πολλοὺς νοῦς ποιεῖ εξ αναγκης τῆς τοιαὑτης. ὅλως δὲ οὐκ ἔστι τὸ εν αριθμῷ λαβεῖν και ατομον' ο τι γὰρ ἂν λάβης, είδος* ανευ γαρ ύλης, διο και τούτο αἰνιττόμενος ὁ Πλατών εις α π ε ι ρ α φησι κατακερματίζεσθαι τὴν ουσίαν, εως μεν 15 γὰρ εἰς ἄλλο είδος, οἷον ἐκ γένους, ουπω άπειρον περατοῦται γαρ τοΐς γεννηθεῖσιν εἵδεσι· το δ έσχατον εἶδος ὃ μὴ διαιρείται εἰς εἴδη, μάλλον ἄπειρον. και τούτο ἐστι τὸ τ ο τ € δὲ ἡδη εἰς τὸ ἄπει ρον μ € θ 4 ν τ α i αν χ α ί ρ ε ι ν. ἀλλ’ ὅσον μὲν επ αυτοῖς, 20 ἀπειρα- τῷ δὲ ἑνὶ περιληφθέντα εις αριθμόν ερχεται ἡδη. νοῦς μὲν οὖν ἔχει τὸ μεθ’ ἑαυτὸν ψυχήν, ώστε ἐν αριθμώ εἶναι καὶ ψυχήν μέχρι τού έσχατου αυτής, το δε έσχατον αυτής ήδη άπειρον παντάπασι, καί εστι νοῦς μὲν ὁ τοιοῦτος μέρος, καίπερ τὰ πάντα ἔχων και 6 πας, 25 f/cai οἱ αυτού μέρη ἐνεργείᾳ οντος αυτού ὄντες μέρος,f ψυχὴ δὲ μέρος μέρους, ἀλλ’ ὡς ἐνέργεια αυτού, ὅτε μὲν γὰρ ἐν αὐτῷ ενεργεί, τὰ ἐνεργοὑμενα οι άλλοι νοΐ, οτ€ δὲ ἐ£ αυτού, ψυχή, ψυχής δὲ ἐνεργοὑσης ὡς γένους ἡ είδους αἰ άλλαι ψυχαι ως εἴδη. καὶ τούτων αι ἑνέργειαι 30 διτταί’ ή μὲν πρὸς τὸ ἄνω νοῦς, ἡ δὲ πρὸς τὸ κάτω αι 1 2 3
1	Plato Parmenides 144B4-C1.
2	Plato Philebus 16E1-2.
3	No satisfactory sense can be extracted either from
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only sees, but in what is before it it also sees that it sees. Now this intellect of ours, which, we maintain, sees, is not separated from that before it, as it derives from it, and because it is many from one and has the nature of the other accompanying it, it becomes one-many. But the one Intellect, since it is also many, makes the many intellects as well by a necessity of this kind. But in general it is not possible to apprehend the numerical one and the individual; for whatever you apprehend is specific form; for it is without matter. So Plato makes this cryptic remark also, that "substance is cut up to infinity”.1 For as long as the division, of a genus for instance, arrives at another form, it is not yet infinite; for it is limited by the forms which have been generated; but the ultimate form which is not divided into forms is more infinite. This is the meaning of "at this point to let them go into the infinite and say goodbye to them”.2 But as far as they are on their own, they are infinite; but as soon as they are comprehended by the one they arrive at number. So then Intellect holds the soul which comes after it so that it is in number, and holds soul down to its last part, but its last part is altogether infinite. And an intellect of this kind is a part, although it contains all things, and the whole intellect... but soul is a part of a part, but like an activity proceeding from it.3 For when it is active in itself, the products of its activity are the other intellects, but when it acts outside itself, the product is Soul. And since Soul acts as genus or specific form, the other souls act as specific forms. And the activities of these are double: that which is directed above KirchhofFs text or that printed by Henry and Schwyzer in their first edition.
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ἀλλ αι δυνάμεις κατά λόγον, ἡ δὲ £ αχάτη ύλης ηδη ἐφαπτομένη καὶ μορφούσα. καί τὸ κάτω αυτής το ἄλλο πᾶν οὐ κωλὑει εἶναι ἄνω. ἡ καὶ τὸ κάτω λεγόμενον αυτής ἵνδαλμά ἐστιν αυτής, οὐκ ἀποτετμημένον δέ, αλλ’ 35 ὼς τὰ ἐν τοῖς κατόπτροις, ἕως ἂν τὸ αρχέτυπον παρῇ ἔ£ω. δει δὲ Λαβεῖν, πῶς τὸ ἔξω. καὶ μέχρι, του προ του €ΐ8ώλου ο νοητός κόσμος άπας τέλεος ἐκ παντων νοητών, ὥσπερ ὅδε μίμημα ὧν ἐκείνου, καθόσον οἷόν τε ἀποσῴζειν €ΐκόνα ζώου ζῷον αυτό, ως τὸ γεγραμμένον 40 ἡ τὸ ἐν ὕδατι φάντασμα του προ ὕδατος καὶ γραφής δοκούντος εἶναι, τὸ δὲ μίμημα τὸ ἐν γραφή και ύδατι ου του συναμφοτέρου, ἀλλὰ τοῦ έτέρου τού μορφωθζντος υπό θατέρου. νοητού τοίνυν εἰκὼν ἔχουσα ινδάλματα ου του πεποιηκότος, ἀλλὰ τῶν περιεχομένων ἐν τῷ 45 πεποιηκότι, ὧν καὶ άνθρωπος καί άλλο παν ζῷον ζῷον δὲ καὶ τούτο καί το π€ποιηκός, άλλως έκάτ€ρον καί άμφω ἐν νοητω.
ιηύ
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is intellect, that which is directed below is the other powers in proportion and order; the last of them is already grasping and shaping matter. And its underpart does not prevent all the rest from being above. Or rather, what we call its underpart is an image of it, but not cut off, but like images in mirrors, [which last] while the archetype is present outside. But one must understand what "outside” means. And as far as that which is before the image [extends] the total intelligible universe, completed from all intelli-gibles, like this universe here below, which is an image of that one, as far as it is possible for an image of the Living Being to preserve the Living Being itself, as a drawing or a reflection in water is the ghostly image of that which appears to be there before the water and the drawing. But the image in the drawing and the water is not of the composite, but of the one formed by the other. So then the image of the intelligible is not of its maker but of the things contained in the maker, which include man and every other living being: this here is a living being and so is that which made it, each in a different sense and both in the intelligible.
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VI. 3. (44) ΠΕΡΙ ΤΩΝ ΓΕΝΩΝ ΤΟΤ ΟΝΤΟΣ ΤΡΙΤΟΝ
1.	Περὶ μὲν τῆς ουσίας ὅπη δοκεῖ, καὶ ὡς συμφώνως ἂν ἐχοι πρὸς την τον Πλάτωνος δόξαν, εἴρηται, δεῖ δὲ καὶ περὶ τῆς ὲτέρας φὑσεως ἐπισκέψασθαι. πότερα τὰ αὐτὰ γένη θετέον, ἅπερ κἀκει ἐθέμεθα, ἡ πλείω ἐνταῦθα 5 πρὸς ἐκείνοις ἄλλα τιθέντας ἡ ὅλως ἕτερα, ἡ τἀ μὲν ὡς εκεί, τὰ δ* ἄλλως, δεῖ μέντοι τὸ “ταὐτὰ” ἀναλογία καὶ ομωνυμία λαμβάνειν τοῦτο δὲ φανήσεται γνωσθέντων. ἀρχὴ δὲ ἡμῖν ἥδε* ἐπειδὴ περὶ τῶν αισθητών 6 λόγος ἡμῖν, πᾶν δὲ τὸ αισθητόν τῷδε τῷ κοσμώ περιείληπται, 10 περί του κόσμου ἀναγκαίον ἂν εἴη [ζητεῖν διαιροῦντας] 1 την φύσιν αυτού καί ἐξ ὦν ἐστι (ζητεῖνλ1 διαιροῦντας κατὰ γένη θεῖναι, ὥσπερ ἂν εἰ τὴν φωνήν διῃρούμεθα α π ε ι ρ ο ν οὖσαν εἰς ὡρισμένα ἀνάγοντες τὸ ἐν πολλοῖς ταντόν εἰς ἐν, εἶτα πόλιν ἄλλο καὶ ἕτερον αὖ, εως εἰς αριθμόν τινα θέντες έκαστον αυτών, το μὲν ἐπὶ τοῖς 15 άτόμοις είδος λέγοντες, τὸ δ’ ἐπὶ τοῖς ειδεσι γόνος, τὸ μὲν οὖν ἐπὶ τῆς φωνής ίκαστον εἶδος καὶ ὁμοῦ πάντα
1 H-S2.
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1.	We have explained the way in which we think about substance and how it might accord with the thought of Plato. But we must also enquire about the other nature, whether we should posit the same genera which we posited in the intelligible, or more here below, adding others to those, or altogether different ones, or some as they were there but others otherwise. We must of course understand "the same” [genera] analogously and ambiguously: this will become obvious when we have got to know them. Our starting-point is this: since our discussion is about sense-objects and every sense-object is included in this universe of ours, it will be necessary in considering the universe to seek to divide its nature and distinguish its elements and arrange them by genera: as if we were to divide articulate sound,1 which is unlimited, into limited sections by bringing back to one what is the same in many, and then to another one and again a different one, until we have brought each and every one of them into a definite number, calling the one under which individuals are classed a species, and the one under which species are classed a genus. Now in the case of articulate sound each and every species and all of them which
1 This passage on the collection and division of sounds corresponds closely to Plato Philebus 17B-18C.
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τὰ φανέντα εἰς ἐν ἦν ἀνάγειν, καὶ κατηγορεΐν πάντων στοιχεῖον ἡ φωνήν· ἐπὶ δὲ ὧν ζητουμεν οὐχ οἷόν τε, ὡς δέδεικται. διὸ δεῖ πλείω γένη ζητεῖν, καὶ ἐν 20 τῷδε τῷ παντὶ ἕτερα ἑκείνων, ἐπειδὴ καὶ ἕτερον τοῦτο ἐκείνου καὶ οὐ συνώνυμον, ομώνυμον δὲ καὶ είκών. ἀλλ’ ἐπεὶ καί ἐνταὺθα ἐν τῷ μίγματι καὶ ἐν τῇ συνθέσει τὸ μεν ἐστι σώμα, τὸ δὲ ψυχὴ—ζῷον γὰρ τὸ πᾶν—ἡ δὲ ψυχῆς φύσις ἐν ἐκείνῳ τῷ νοητῷ καί οὐδ’ αρμόσει οὐδ’ εἰς ουσίας της ἐνταῦθα λεγομένης 25 σύνταξιν, ἀφοριστέον, εἰ καὶ χαλεπῶς, ὅμως μήν τής ενταύθα πραγματείας, ώσπερ αν ει τις βουλόμενος τους πολίτας συντάξαι πόλεως τινος, οἷον κατὰ τιμήσεις ἡ τέχνας, τούς έπώημούντας ξένους παραλίποι χωρίς, περί δὲ τῶν παθημάτων, ὅσα μετά τού σώματος ή 30 διὰ τὸ σώμα περί φυχήν συμβαίνει, περί τούτων ἐπισκεπτέον ύστερον, όπως τακτέον, ὅταν περί τῶν ενταύθα ζητώμεν.
2.	Καί πρώτον περί τής λεγομένης ουσίας θεωρητέον συγχωρούντας την περί τα σώματα φύσιν όμωνύμως ή οὐδὲ ὅλως ουσίαν διὰ το έφαρμόττειν την έννοιαν ρεόντων, ἀλλὰ γένεσιν οἰκείως λέγεσθαι, εἶτα 5 τῆς γενέσεως τὰ μεν το ιά, τὰ δὲ τοιά* καὶ τὰ μεν σώματα εις εν, τά τε ἁπλᾶ τά τε σύνθετα, τα δὲ συμβεβηκότα ή παρακολουθούντα, διαιρούντας ἀπ’ 1
1 In VI. 1.3 and 25.
18ο
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have been discovered can be brought back to one, and we can predicate "letter” or "sound” of all; but in the case of the things we are investigating this is not possible, as has been shown.1 Therefore we must look for more genera, and different ones in this All from those in the intelligible, since this All is different from that and it is not called the All in the same sense but in a different one, and is an image. But since here below also in the mixture and composition one element is body and the other soul—for the All is a living thing—and the nature of soul is in that intelligible All and will not fit into the classification of what is called substance here below, we must, even if it is difficult to do so, all the same leave soul out of the investigation in which we are at present occupied; just as if someone wishing to classify the citizens of a city, by their property assessments or skills for instance, left the resident foreigners out of account. But as regards the affections, which occur in soul with the body or because of the body, we must consider later how they are to be classed, when we are enquiring about things here below.
2.	And first of all we should consider what is called substance, agreeing that the nature in the sphere of bodies can only be called substance ambiguously, or should not properly be called substance at all but coming into being, because it is adapted to the idea of things in flux. Then some of the things which belong to coming into being are of this kind, and some of that: there are bodies; these, both simple and composite, we put into one class; and then there are incidentals and consequentials, and these we· should also distinguish from each
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ἀλλήλων καὶ ταῦτα, ἡ τὸ μὲν ὕλην, τὸ δὲ είδος ἐπ’ αὐτῇ, καὶ χωρὶς ἑκάτερον ὡς γένος ἡ υφ’ ἕν ἄμφω, ὼς ουσίαν €κάτ€ρον όμωνύμως ἡ γἐνεσιν. ἀλλὰ τί τὸ κοινόν ἐπὶ ὕλης καὶ είδους; πώς δὲ γένος ἡ ὕλη καὶ τίνων; τις γὰρ διαφορά ύλης; ἐν τινι δὲ τὸ ἐ£ ἀμφοῖν τακτἐον; εἰ δὲ τὸ ἐξ άμφοΐν εἴη αὐτὸ ἡ σωματική ουσία, ἐκείνων δὲ €κάτ€ρον ου σώμα, πώς ἂν ἐν ἐνὶ τάττοιτο και τω αὐτῷ μετὰ τοῦ συνθέτου; πώς δ’ ἂν τἀ στοιχειά τινος μετ’ αυτού; εἰ δ’ ἀπὸ τῶν σωμάτων ἀρχοίμεθα, αρχοίμεθ αν ἀπὸ συλλαβών, διά τί δὲ Οὐκ ἀνάλογον, εἰ καὶ μὴ κατὰ ταύτά ἡ διαίρεσις, λέγοιμεν ἂν ἀντὶ μὲν τοῦ ἐκεΓ οντος ἐνταῦθα την ύλην, ἀντὶ δὲ τῆς ἐκεῖ κινήσεως Ενταύθα το εἶδος, οἷον ζωήν τινα καὶ τελείωσιν τῆς ύλης, της δε ὕλης την ούκ ἔκστασιν κατά την στάσιν, και το ταυτον και θάτ€ρον οϋσης και ἐνταῦθα ὲτερότητος πολλής και άνομοιότητος μάλλον; η πρώτον μὲν ἡ ὕλη ουχ ούτως ἔχει καὶ λαμβάνει τὸ είδος ὡς ζωἡν αὐτῆς ουδέ ἐνέργειαν αυτής, ἀλλ’ ἔπεισιν ἀλλαχόθεν ουκ ον τι ἐκείνης. εἶτα ἐκεῖ τὸ είδος ἐνέργεια καὶ κίνησις, Ενταύθα δὲ ἡ κίνησις άλλο και συμβεβηκός* τὸ δὲ εἶδος στάσις αυτής μάλλον και οἷον ησυχία* ὸρίζει γαρ αόριστόν οὖα αν. τό τε ταυτον ἐκεῖ καὶ τὸ ἕτερον ενός τού αυτού ι$2
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other. Or there is one thing which is matter, and another which is the form upon it, and either each as a genus is separate or both fall under one genus, being each of them substance in the ambiguous sense or coming into being. But what is the common factor of matter and form? And how can matter be a genus, and a genus of what? For what essential differentiation is there belonging to matter? But in what genus is the product of both to be ranked? If the product of both is itself bodily substance, and each of them is not body, how could they be ranked in one and the same genus with the composite? And how could the elements1 of a thing be ranked with the thing itself? But if we were to start with bodies, we should be starting with syllables. But why should we not say analogously, even if the division is not on the same lines, that instead of being in the intelligible there is matter here below, and instead of the intelligible movement there is form here below, a kind of life and perfection of matter, and that matter’s not going out of itself corresponds to rest, and that there are sameness and otherness, since there is plenty of otherness, or rather unlikeness, here below? Now, first of all, matter does not hold or grasp form as its life or its activity, but form comes upon it from elsewhere and is not one of matter’s possessions. Then, in the intelligible the form is activity and motion, but here below motion is something else and an incidental; but form is rather matter’s rest and a kind of quietness: for it limits matter which is unlimited. And in the intelligible sameness and otherness belong to one thing, which
1 Or "letters”: cp. ch. 1,18.
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και ἐτέρου οντος, ενταύθα δὲ ἕτερον μεταλήψει, κ αι 30 πρὸς ἄλλο, καί τι ταὐτὸν καὶ ἕτερον, οὐδ’ ὡς ἐκεῖ εἴη ἄν τι ἐν τοῖς ὐστέροις τι ταὐτὸν καί τι ἕτερον, στάσις δὲ τῆς ὕλης πῶς ἐπὶ πάντα ἐλκομένης μεγέθη καί ἔξωθεν τὰς μορφἀς καὶ οὐκ αύτάρκους ἐαυτῇ μετά τούτων τα άλλα γεννάν; ταύτην μεν οὖν την διαίρεσιν άφετέον.
3.	Πῶς δέ, λέγωμεν ἔστι δὴ πρώτον ούτως, το μεν ύλην είναι, το δὲ είδος, τὸ δὲ μικτόν ε£ άμφοΐν, τα δὲ περὶ ταῦτα* τῶν δὲ περί ταΰτα τα μεν κατηγορούμενα μόνον, τα δε και συμβεβηκότα* τῶν 3ὲ συμβεβηκότων τα μεν 5 ἐν αὐτοῖς, τὰ δὲ αὐτὰ ἐν έκείνοις, τα δε ενεργήματα αυτών, τα δε πάθη, τα δὲ παρακολουθήματα, και την μεν ύλην κοινόν μεν και εν πάσαις ταῖς ουσίαις, ου μην γένος, ὅτι μηδὲ διαφοράς ἔχει, εἰ μη τις τὰς διαφοράς κατά τὸ τὴν μεν πυρίνην, την δε την άέρος μορφήν 10 ἔχειν, εἰ δέ τις άρκοϊτο τω κοινώ τω εν πᾶσιν οἶς εστιν ύλην είναι, η ως ολον προς μέρη, άλλως γένος αν εΐη-και στοιχείον δε εν τούτο δυναμένου και τού στοιχείου γένους εἶναι, τὸ δὲ είδος προσκειμένου του “περί ύλην η “εν ύλη” τῶν μεν άλλων ειδών χωρίζει, ον μην 15 περιλαμβάνει παν είδος ουσιώδες, ει δὲ είδος λέγομεν τὸ
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is both same and other, but here below a thing is other by participation and in relation to something else, and the same and other is some particular same and other, not as it might be in the intelligible but a particular same and a particular other which is something among the things which come later. But how can there be a rest of matter when it is being pulled into all sizes and gets its shapes from outside and is not sufficient in itself to generate the other things with these shapes? We must therefore reject this division.
3.	But let us explain how we should divide; this is the way to begin with: it is one thing to be matter, another to be form, another to be the composite of both, and another to be .the peripheral characteristics; and of these peripheral characteristics, some are only predicated, some are also incidental; and of the incidentals some are in these three [, matter, form and composite], but in other cases these three are in the incidentals; others are their activities, others their passive affections, and others consequences. And matter is common and in all the substances, but is certainly not a genus, because it has no essential differences, unless one understood the differences as one part having a fiery shape and one the shape of air. But if one was satisfied with what is common, that there is matter in all existing things, or that it is like a whole in relation to parts, it would be a genus in another sense; and this would be one element, and an element can be a genus. But the form, with the addition "about matter” or "in matter”, separates from the other forms, but does not include all substantial form. But if we mean by form that which ritakes substance, and by rational forma-
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ποιητικόν ουσίας και λόγον τὸν ουσιώδη κατά τὸ είδος, οὔπω τὴν ουσίαν εἵπομεν πῶς δεῖ λαμβάνειν. τὸ δὲ εξ ἀμφοῖν εἰ τούτο μόνον ουσίαν, ἐκεῖνα οὐκ ουσίας· εἰ δὲ κἀκεῖνα καὶ τοῦτο, τί τὸ κοινόν σκεπτέον, τἀ δὲ 20 κατηγορούμενα μόνον ἐν τῷ πρὸς τι ἂν εἴη, οἷον αίτιον εἶναι, στοιχείον εἶναι, τῶν δὲ ἐν αὐτοῖς συμβεβη κοτών τὸ μὲν ποσόν εἶναι, τὸ δὲ ποιόν εἶναι, ἃ ἐν αὐτοῖς* τἀ δ αὐτὰ ἐν ἐκείνοις ὡς τόπος και χρόνος, τα δὲ ενεργήματα αυτών και πάθη ως κινήσεις, τα δὲ παρακολουθήματα ως τόπος και χρόνος, 6 μεν των συνθέτων, 6 δὲ τῆς 25 κινησεως ὁ χρόνος, και τα μεν τρία εις εν, ἀείγ1 εΰροιμεν κοινόν τι την ενταύθα ομώνυμον ουσίαν* εἶτα τὰ άλλα έφεζης, πρός τι, ποσόν, ποιὸν, εν τόπῳ, εν χρόνω, κίνησις, τόπος, χρόνος, η λειφθέντος1 2 τόπου και χρόνου περιττόν το εν χρόνω και τόπῳ, ὥστε είναι 30 πέντε, ως εν των πρώτων τριών ει δὲ μὴ εἰς ἐν τὰ τρία, ἔσται ὕλη, είδος, συναμφότερον, προς τι, ποσόν, ποιόν, κίνησις, η και ταῦτα εἰς τἀ π ρος τι* περιεκτικόν γὰρ μάλλον.
4.	Τί οὖν ταὐτὸν ἐν τοῖς τρισί, και τί ἔσται, ο ταῦτα ποιεί ουσίαν την εν τούτοις; ἆρα υποβάθραν τινα τοΐς άλλοις; ἀλλ’ ἡ μὲν ὕλη υπόβαθρα και έδρα δοκέ ι τω
1	Igal, H-S2.
2	coniecimu§: ληφθέντος Enn.
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tive principle that which is substantial according to the form, we have not yet said how substance is to be understood. But, as for that composed of both [matter and form], if this alone is substance, matter and form are not substances; but if they are also this, we must investigate what they have in common. But the characteristics which are only predicated would come under relation, being a cause or being an element for instance. And the incidental characteristics in the three would be quantitative or qualitative, in so far as they are in them; as for the cases where the three are in the incidentals, this would be like place and time; their activities and passive affections would be like movements; their consequences like place and time, the place a consequence of the composites, the time, the time of the movement. But the three will go into one, if we can find something common, the ambiguous substance here below; then the others will follow in order, relation, quantity, quality, in place, in time, movement, place, time. Or, if one leaves out place and time, "in place” and "in time” are superfluous, so that there are five, on the assumption that the first three are one; but if the first three do not go into one, there will be matter, form, composite, relation, quantity, quality, movement. Or these last also could go into relation: for it is more inclusive.
4.	What is it, then, which is the same in the three, and what will it be which makes them substance, the substance in things here below? Is it a kind of base for everything else? But matter is thought to be a base and "seat”1 for form, so that the form will not
1 Plato Timaejus 52B1.
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εἵδει εἶναι, ὥστε τὸ είδος οὐκ ἔσται ἐν οὐσία, τό τε σύνθετον ἄλλοις υπόβαθρα και έδρα, ὥστε καὶ τὸ είδος μετὰ τῆς ὕλης ὑποβεβλήσεται τοῖς συνθέτοις ἡ πᾶσί γε τοῖς μετά τὸ σύνθετον, οἷον ποσῷ, ποιῷ, κινήσει. ἀλλ’ ἆρα τὸ “μὴ ἑτέρου” ὃ λέγεται; λευκὸν μὲν γὰρ καί μέλαν ἄλλου τοῦ λελευκωμένου, καὶ τὸ διπλάσιον δὲ ὲτέρου—λέγω δὲ οὐ τον ἡμίοεος εἶναι, ἀλλὰ ξύλον διπλάσιον—καὶ πατήρ άλλου ἦ πατήρ ἐστι, καὶ ἡ επιστήμη δὲ άλλου τον ἐν ῴ, καὶ τόπος δὲ πέρας άλλου, καὶ χρόνος μέτρον άλλου, πυρ δὲ οὐκ ἄλλου, οὐδὲ ξύλον καθὸ ξύλον άλλον, οὐδ’ άνθρωπος άλλον, οὐδὲ Σωκράτης, οὐδ’ ὅλως ἡ σύνθετος ουσία οὐδὲ τὸ κατὰ τὴν ουσίαν είδος άλλον, ὅτι οὐκ άλλον πάθος ἦν. ου γὰρ τῆς ὕλης εἶδος, τοῦ δὲ συναμφοτέρον μέρος* τὸ δὲ τοῦ άνθρωπον είδος και 6 άνθρωπος ταύτόν και ἡ ὕλη μέρος ολον και άλλον ως τον ολου, οὐχ ὡς ετέρου οντος εκείνου, ου λέγεται* λευκόν δε δ λέγεται εἶναι, ετέρου ἐστίν, ὃ οὖν άλλου ον εκείνου λέγεται, οὐκ ουσία· ουσία τοίνυν, δ ὅπερ ἐστὶν αυτού ἐστιν, ἡ μέρος ον τοιούτου συμπληρωτικόν ἐστι συνθέτου* οντος μεν αυτού έκαστον μεν ή εκάτερον αυτού, προς δὲ τὸ 188
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be included in substance. And the composite is a base and seat for other things, so that the form with the matter will be a base for the composites, or at least for all that come after the composites, quantity, quality, movement for instance. But then, is the same in the three what is called "not belonging to another”? For white and black belong to something else, that which has become white, and the double belongs to something else—I do not mean that it belongs to the half but I am speaking of a doublesized piece of wood—and a father is someone else’s, in so far as he is a father; and knowledge belongs to another, in whom it is, and place is the boundary of another, and time the measure of another. But fire does not belong to something else, nor does a piece of wood in so far as it is a piece of wood, nor does man belong to something else, nor does Socrates, or "composite substance”1 in general, or the substantive form belong to something else, because it is not an affection of something else. For form does not belong to matter, but is a part of the composite; and the form of man and man are the same thing; and matter is part of a whole, and belongs to another as belonging to the whole, and not in the sense that that of which it is said to be is another thing; but what is said to be white is the white of something else. That then which belongs to another and is said to be of that other is not substance: substance, that is, is what belongs to that which it is, or, if it is a part, is an essential completion of a composite of its own kind; for the composite is either or both parts of itself, but in relation to the composite each part is
1	Aristotle Metaphysics H 3.1043a30.
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σύνθετον ἄλλον τρόπον εκείνου λεγόμενον ἡ εἰ μὲν 25 μέρος, πρὸς ἄλλο λεγόμενον, καθ’ αὐτὸ δὲ φύσει εν τῷ εἶναι ὅ ἐστιν, οὐχ ἑτέρου λεγόμενον, κοινόν δὲ καὶ τὸ υποκείμενον ἐπί τε τῆς ὕλης καὶ τού είδους και τού συναμφοτέρου' ἀλλὰ άλλως μὲν ἡ ὕλη τῷ εἵδει, άλλως δὲ τὸ είδος τοῖς πάθεσι καὶ τὸ συναμφότερον. ἡ οὔτε ἡ 30 ὕλη υποκείμενον τῷ εἵδει—τελείωσις γὰρ τὸ εἶδος αὑτῆς καθόσον ὕλη καὶ καθόσον δυνάμει—οὐδ’ αὖ τὸ είδος ἐν ταὐτῃ* μεθ’ οὖ γάρ τι απαρτίζει εν τι, οὐκ εσται θάτερον εν θατερω, ἀλλ’ ἄμφω ἡ ὕλη καὶ τὸ είδος ὁμοῦ υποκείμενα άλλω—οἷον άνθρωπος και τις άνθρωπος νπόκε ινται τοΐς πάθεσι και προϋπάρχουσι των 35 ενεργειών και των παρακολουθούντων—καὶ ἀφ’ ἦς δὲ τὰ ἄλλα και δι’ ἣν τὰ ἄλλα καὶ περί ἣν1 τὸ πάσχειν και ἀφ’ ἦς το ποιεῖν.
5.	’Ακουστέον δε ταῦτα περί τής ενθάδε ουσίας λεγόμενος' ει δε πη ταῦτα καὶ ἐπ’ εκείνης συμβαίνει, ίσως μεν κατ’ αναλογίαν και όμωνύμως. και γὰρ τὸ πρώτον ως προς τα μετ’ αὐτὸ λέγεται, ου γὰρ απλώς 5 πρώτον, ἀλλ’ ἔστιν ὡς πρὸς εκείνα έσχατα άλλα πρώτα μετ’ εκείνα, και τὸ υποκείμενον άλλως, και τὸ πάσχειν ει εκεί αμφισβητείται, και ει κάκεΐ, άλλο το εκεί πάσχειν. και τὸ μ ή εν ύποκειμένω εἶναι κατά π ά ση ς ουσίας, ει τό εν ύποκειμένω εἶναι δεῖ μ ὴ ὡς μέρος ύπάρχε ι ν τού εν ω ἐστι, μηδ’
1 Simplicius, Theiler: ο Enn., H-S. 1 2 3
11 adopt the περί ἡν of Simplicius and Theiler here rather than the reading of the MSS, περί ὅ.
2	Aristotle Categories 5. 3a7-8.
3	Ibid. 2. la24-25.
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said to belong to it in another sense; or if it is a part, it is called so in relation to something else, but by itself its natural existence is said to be in being what it is, not in belonging to another. The substrate is also common to matter, form, and the composite; but the matter is substrate to the form in one sense, and the form [and the composite] to the affections in another. Or, alternatively, the matter is not substrate to the form—for the form is its perfection in so far as it is matter and in so far as it is potential—nor, again, is the form in it: for when something completes some one thing with something else, neither of them is in the other, but both the matter and the form together are substrates to something else— man and a particular man are substrates to the affections, and precede the activities and consequences—and [substance is] that from which the others come and through which the others exist and the subject which is affected1 and the origin of doing and making.
5.	This is to be understood as being said about what is called substance here below: if it applies in any way to that intelligible substance, it is perhaps analogously and ambiguously. Thus it is said to be the first in relation to what comes after it. For it is not the first in any unqualified sense, but substantial sensibles are last in relation to intelligibles but first after them. And "substrate” is used in a different sense, and it is disputed whether there is passive affection in the intelligible, and, if it is there, passivity there is something different. And the statement "not being in a substrate applies to all substance”2 [is true] if that which is in a substrate must "not be there as a part of that in which it is”,3 nor in such a
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10 οὕτως, ὥστε μηδὲ συντελεῖν μετ’ ἐκείνου εἰς ἐν τι* μεθ οὖ γὰρ συντελεί εἰς σύνθετον ουσίαν, ἐν ἐκείνῳ ὡς ἐν ὐποκειμένῳ ου κ αν εἴη* ὥστε μήτε τὸ εἶδος ἐν τῇ υλῃ εἶναι ὡς ἐν ὐποκειμένῳ μήτε τὸν άνθρωπον ἐν τῳ Σωκράτει μέρος ὄντα Σωκράτους. ο οὖν μὴ εν ὐποκειμένῳ, οὐσία· εἰ δὲ λέγομεν μήτε εν 15 ὐποκειμένῳ μήτε καθ* ὑποκειμένου, προσθετέον “ὡς ἄλλου”, ἵνα καὶ ὁ άνθρωπος λεγόμενος κατὰ τοῦ τινὺς ανθρώπου περιλαμβάνηται τῷ λόγω εν τῇ προσθήκη τῇ “μὴ κατ’ άλλου”. ὅταν γὰρ τὸν άνθρωπον κατηγορώ του Σωκράτους, ούτως λέγω, ουχ 20 ὡς τὸ Ιὑλον λευκὸν, ἀλλ’ ὡς τὸ λευκὸν λευκὸν· τὸν γὰρ Σωκράτη λέγων άνθρωπον τον τινα άνθρωπον λέγω άνθρωπον, κατά του ἐν τῷ Σωκράτει ανθρώπου τον άνθρωπον· τούτο δὲ ταύτον τω τον Σωκράτη Σωκράτη λέγειν, καὶ ἔτι τῷ κατὰ ζῴου λογικού τοιοὐδε τὸ ζῷον κατηγορζΐν. εἰ δέ τις λέγοι μη ίδιον εἶναι τῆς 25 ο ὑ σ ί α ς τὸ μὴ ἐν ὐποκειμένῳ εἶναι, τὴν γὰρ διαφοράν μηδ3 αυτήν εἶναι τῶν ἐν ὑ π ο-κ ε ι μέν ω, μέρος ουσίας λαμβάνων τὸ δ ί πουν τοῦτο οὐκ ἐν υπ ο κ € ι μέν ω φησιν εἶναι* ὲπεί, εἰ μη τὸ δίπουν λαμβάνοι, ο ἐστι τοιάδε ουσία, ἀλλὰ διποδίαν, μη ουσίαν λέγων, ἀλλὰ ποιότητα, ἐν ὐποκειμένῳ ἔσται 30 τὸ δίπουν. ἀλλ’ οὐδὲ ὁ χρόνος ἐν ὐποκειμένῳ, οὐδ’ ὁ τόπος, ἀλλ’ εἰ μεν τὸ μέτρον Ααμβάνεται
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way as to contribute with it to the completeness of some one thing; for it could not be as in a substrate in that with which it contributes to a composite substance; so the form is not in the matter as in a substrate, nor is humanity in Socrates [in this way], since it is a part of Socrates. What is not in a substrate, therefore, is substance; but if we say that it is "riot in a substrate nor predicated of a substrate”,1 we must add "as of something else”, that the human also, predicated of a particular human being, may be included by the statement in the addition "not of something else”. For when I predicate humanity of Socrates, I mean it not in the sense in which the wood is white, but in the sense that the white thing is white: for in saying that Socrates is human, I am saying that a particular human being is human, predicating humanity of the human in Socrates; but this is the same as calling Socrates Socrates, and again as predicating "living being” of this particular rational living being. But if someone says1 2 that not being in a substrate is not a peculiarity of substance, for the essential differentiation is not itself one of the things in a substrate, it is by understanding [the differentiation] as "the two-footed” that he makes this assertion that it is not in a substrate: since, if he did not understand "the two-footed”, which is a particular kind of substance, but "two-footedness”, not meaning a substance but a quality, then the two-footed will be in a substrate. But time is not in a substrate either, nor is place. But if "the measure of movement” is understood as
1	Ibid. 5. 2al2-15.
2	Aristotle,,in Categories 5. 3a21-28.
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κ tv η σ € ω ς κατα το μεμετρημενον, το μέτρον εν τῇ κινήσει ὑπάρξει ὡς ἐν ὑποκειμένῳ, ἥ τε κίνησις ἐν τῷ κινουμένῳ* εἰ δὲ κατὰ τὸ μετρούν λαμβάνεται, ἐν τῷ μετροῦντι ἔσται τὸ μέτρον, ὁ δὲ τόπος, πέρας του 35 π ε ριε χον τ ο ς ὧν, ἐν ἐκείνῳ, καὶ τὸ περί ταύτην την ουσίαν, περί ἦς ὁ λόγος; γίνεται ἐναντίως ἡ κατά ἐν τούτων η κατά πλείω ἡ κατά πάντα τἀ εἰρημένα λαμβάνεσθαι τὴν ουσίαν την τοιαύτην εφαρμοττόντων και τη ὕλη καὶ τῷ εἷδει καὶ τῷ συναμφοτέρω τῶν είρημενων.
6.	Εἰ δέ τις λεγοι, ὡς ταῦτα μὲν ἔστω τεθεωρημενα περί την ουσίαν, ὅ δ’ ἔστιν οὐκ εἴρηται, αἰτεἳ ἔτι ἴσως αισθητόν ἰδεῖν τούτο· τὸ δ’ “ἔστι’’τοῦτο καὶ τὸ “εἶναι” οὑκ ἂν ὁρῷτο. τί οὖν; τὸ πυρ ου κ ουσία και τὸ ύδωρ;
5 οὐσία οὖν εκάτερον, ὅτι όράται; ου. ἀλλὰ τῷ ὕλην ἔχειν; οὔ. ἀλλὰ τῷ είδος; οὐδὲ τοῦτο, ἀλλ’ οὐδὲ τῷ συναμφότερον. ἀλλὰ τινι δή; τῷ εἶναι, ἀλλὰ καὶ τὸ ποσόν ἔστι, καὶ τὸ ποιόν ἔστιν, ημείς δὴ φησομεν ἄρα, ὅτι όμωνύμως. ἀλλὰ τί τὸ <(“ἔστιν”)1 ἐπὶ πυρὸς καὶ γῆς και των τοιούτων [τὸ ἔστι]1 2 καί τίς ἡ διαφορά 10 τούτου τοῦ “ἔστι” καὶ τοῦ ἐπὶ τῶν άλλων; η οτ ι το μεν ἁπλῶς εἶναι λέγει καὶ ἁπλῶς ὸν, τὸ δὲ λευκόν εἶναι, τί οὖν; τὸ εἶναι τὸ προσκείμενον τω λευκω ταύτόν τω άνευ προσθήκης; οὐχί, ἀλλὰ τὸ μεν πρώτως ον, τὸ δὲ κατὰ μετάληφιν και δευτέρως, τό τε γὰρ λευκόν προστεθεν 15 πεποίηκε το ον λευκόν, τό τε ον τω “λευκόν”προστεθεν πεποίηκε ῷπὸλ3 λευκόν ον, ώστε εκατερω, τω μεν ὅντι
1	Theiler.
2	del. Kirchhoff, Muller, Theiler.
3	Creuzer.
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applying to what is measured, the measure will exist in the movement as in a substrate, and the movement in what is moved; but if it is taken as referring to the measurer, then the measure will be in the measurer. And place, being the "boundary of the surroundings”, is in those surroundings. But what is to be said about this substance here which we are discussing? It comes about that this substance can be understood in contrary ways according to one or more or all of these statements, since the statements fit both matter and form and the composite as well.
6.	But if anyone should say that, granted that these are observations about substance, what it is has not been said, he is perhaps still requiring to see this with his bodily eyes; but this "is” and this "being” could not be seen [in this way]. Well then, is not fire substance, and water? Is each of them substance because it is seen? No. But by having matter? No. But by having form? Not this either. And not by being a composite either. But by what, then? By being. But the quantum is, and the quale is. But, we shall insist, only in an ambiguous sense. But what is this "is” which applies to fire and earth and suchlike things, and what is the difference between this "is” and the "is” which applies to the others? It is that one means simply to be and simply existing, but the other means to be white. Well then, is the "is” which is added to the "white” the same as the "is” without addition? No, but one means primary being, the other being by participation and secondarily. For the "white” added to "being” makes the being white, and the "being” added to the "white” makes the white being, so that in both cases [there is something incidental], the '’white” incidental to the
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συμβεβηκὸς τὸ λευκὸν, τῷ δὲ λευκῷ συμβεβηκὸς τὸ ὅν. καὶ οὐχ οὕτως λέγομεν, ὡς ἂν εἵποι τις τὸν Σωκράτη λευκὸν καὶ τὸ λευκὸν Σωκράτη* ἐν γὰρ ἀμφοτέροις ὁ 20 Σωκράτης ὁ αὐτὸς, ἀλλ’ ἴσως τὸ λευκὸν οὐ ταὐτόν ἐπὶ γὰρ τοῦ “τὸ λευκὸν Σωκράτης” ὲμπεριείληπται ὁ Σωκράτης τῷ λευκῷ, ἐν δὲ τῷ “Σωκράτης λευκὸς” καθαρῶς συμβεβηκὸς τὸ λευκὸν, καὶ ένταϋθα “το ον λευκὸν” συμβεβηκὸς ἔχει τὸ λευκόν, ἐν δὲ τῷ “τὸ 25 λευκὸν ἂν” τὸ λευκὸν συνειλημμένον τὸ ὅν. καὶ ὅλως τὸ μὲν λευκὸν ἔχει τὸ εἶναι, ὅτι περὶ τὸ ὃν καὶ ἐν ὅντι· παρ’ ὲκείνου οὖν τὸ εἶναι* τὸ δὲ ἂν παρ’ αὐτοῦ τὸ ὅν, παρὰ δὲ τού λευκοὐ τὸ λευκὸν, οὐχ ὅτι αὐτὸ ἐν τῷ λευκῷ, ἀλλ’ ὅτι το λευκὸν ἐν αὐτῷ. ἀλλ’ ἐπεὶ καὶ τούτο το ον το ἐν τῷ αίσθητώ ου παρ’ αὐτοῦ ὅν, λεκτέον, ὅτι παρά τού 30 όντως οντος ἔχει τὸ ὅν, παρὰ δὲ τοῦ όντως λευκοὐ ἔχει τὸ λευκὸν εἶναι, κἀκείνου τὸ λευκὸν ἔχοντος κατὰ μετἀληψιν τοῦ ἐκει οντος ἔχοντος τὸ εἶναι.
7.	Εἰ δέ τις λέγοι παρὰ τῆς ὕλη? ἔχειν τἀ τῇδε ὅσα ἐπ’ αυτής το εἶναι, πόθεν ἔξει ἡ ὕλη τὸ εἶναι καὶ το ον ἀπαιτήσομεν. ὅτι δὲ μὴ πρώτον ή ὕλη, εἴρηται ἐν ἀλλοις. εἰ δέ, ὅτι τὰ ἀλλα οὐκ ἂν συσταίη μὴ ἐπὶ τῆς 5 ὕλης, τὰ αισθητά φήσομεν. πρὸ τούτων δὲ οὖσαν ὕστερον πολλών εἶναι καὶ τῶν ἐκεῖ πάντων οὐδὲν 196
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"being” and the "being” incidental to the "white”. And we do not mean this in the sense in which one might say that Socrates is white and the white thing is Socrates; for in both these cases Socrates is the same, but perhaps the white is not the same; for in the statement "the white thing is Socrates”, Socrates is included in "the white”, but in the statement "Socrates is white” the white is simply and solely incidental. And here [in the case we are discussing] "being is white” has "white” as incidental, but in the statement "the white is being”, "the white” has being included in it. And in general the white has being because it is about being and in being; it derives its existence therefore from being; but being has being from itself and white from the white, not because it is in the white, but because the white is in it. But, since this being in the sense-world does not exist of itself, it must be said that it has its being from the real being and has its being white from the real white; that also which has the white has its being by participation in the being of that other intelligible world.
7.	But if anyone should say that the things here which are based on matter have their being from it we shall demand where matter gets being and the existent from. We have explained elsewhere that matter is not primary.1 But if one says that the other things could not come into existence except on the basis of matter, we shall agree as far as sense-objects are concerned. But even if matter is prior to these, nothing prevents it from being posterior to many things and to all the things there in the intelligible,
1 In VI. 1. 25^28 (the critique of Stoic corporealism).
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κωλύει άμυδρόν τὸ είναι εχουσαν και ήττον ή τα ἐφ’ αυτής, ὅσῳ τὰ μεν λόγοι και μάλλον εκ τον οντος, ἡ δ’ άλογος παντελώς, σκιά λόγον και ἔκπτωσις λόγον* ει δε τις λεγοι, ὅτι τὸ εἶναι αὕτη δίδωσι τοΐς ἐπ’ αυτής, 10 ώσπερ 6 Σωκράτης τω επ' αυτόν λευκώ, λεκτεον, ὅτι τὸ μεν μάλλον ον δοίη αν τω ήττον ὅντι τὸ [ἦττον]1 εἶναι, τὸ δὲ ήττον ον ονκ αν δοίη τω μάλλον ὅντι. ἀλλ’ ει μάλλον ον το είδος τής ύλης, ούκέτι κοινόν τι τὸ ἂν κατ' άμφοΐν, οὑδ’ ἡ ουσία γένος ἔχον την ύλην, το είδος, το 15 σνναμφότερον, άλλα κοινά μεν πολλά αύτοΐς εσται, ἅπερ λέγομεν, διάφορον δ' όμως το εἶναι, περί γὰρ ελαττόνως ον μάλλον ον προσελθόν τάζει μεν πρώτον αν εΐη, ουσία δε ύστερον ώστε, ει μη επίσης το εἶναι τῇ ὕλη και τω εΐδει και τω συναμφοτερω, κοινόν μεν ούκ 20 ἂν ἔτι εϊη ή ουσία ως γένος, άλλως μέντοι ἔξει πρὸς τὰ μετά ταῦτα, ὡς κοινόν τι προς εκείνα ἔχουσα τῷ αὐτῶν εἶναι, ως ζωής ή μεν τις άμυδρά, ή δε εναργέστερα,1 2 και εικόνων ή μεν τις ύποτύπωσις, ή δε ἐξεργασία μάλλον. εἰ δὲ τῷ άμυδρώ του εἶναι μετροΐ τις τὸ εἶναι, τὸ δὲ ἐν 25 τοῖς άλλοις πλέον εωη, τούτω πάλιν αὖ κοινόν ἔσται τὸ εἶναι, ἀλλὰ μήποτε οὐχ οὕτω δεῖ ποιεῖν, ἄλλο γὰρ έκαστον ὅλον, ἀλλ’ οὐ κοινόν τι το αμυδρόν, ώσπερ ἐπὶ τῆς ζωῆς οὐκ ἂν εϊη κοινόν τι ἐπὶ θρεπτικής και αισθητικής και νοεράς. και ενταύθα τοίνυν το εἶναι άλλο
1	del. Kirchhoff.
2	Pernamg, Oeuzer: ἐνεργ- Enn.
198
ON THE KINDS OF BEING III
since the being it has is dim and less than the things based upon it, in so far as they are rational principles and derive more from the existent but matter is utterly irrational, a shadow of rational form and a falling away from rational form; but if one says that this matter gives being to the things based on it as Socrates does to the whiteness based upon him, we must say that what is more existent might give being to what is less existent, but the less existent could not give being to the more existent. But if the form is more existent than the matter, existence is no more something common to both, nor is substance a genus containing matter, form and the composite, but they have many things, those we are speaking of, in common, but their being is different. For when something which is more existent arrives about something which is less existent, [the latter] would be first in order, but posterior in substance; so that, if being is not equal for matter, form and the composite, substance would not still be common as a genus. It will, certainly, be otherwise disposed to the things which come after it, as having something common in relation to them by the fact of their being, as there is a dimmer and a clearer life, and one picture is a sketch and another a more finished work. But if one were to measure being by the dimness of being and let go what is more of it in the others, in this way again being will be common. But one should not perhaps proceed like this. For each [of the three, matter, form and composite] is different as a whole, and the dimness is not something common, just as in the case of life there would be nothing in common between nutritive, perceptive and intelligent life. So here also being is different in
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τὸ ἐπὶ τῆς ὕλης καὶ είδους, καὶ συνάμφω ἀφ’ ἑνὸς ἄλλως 30 καὶ ἄλλως ῄυἐντος. οὑ γὰρ μόνον δει, εἰ τὸ δεύτερον ἀπὸ τοῦ πρώτου, τὸ δὲ τρίτον από του δευτέρου, τὸ μὲν μάλλον, το δὲ εφεξής χείρον καί ελαττον, ἀλλὰ κἂν ἀπὸ τοῦ αυτού ἄμφω, ἦ δὲ τὸ μὲν μάλλον μετασχόν πυρὸς, οἷον κέραμος, τὸ δὲ ἦττον, ὥστε μὴ κέραμος γενεσθαι. 35 τάχα δὲ οὑδ’ ἀπὸ τοῦ αυτού ἡ ὕλη καὶ τὸ είδος* διάφορα1 γὰρ καὶ ἐν εκείνοις.
8. Ἀλλ’ ἆρα τὸ μεν διαιρεῖν εἰς στοιχεία εάν δει, καί μάλιστα περί τής αισθητής ουσίας λεγοντα, ψ δει αίσθήσει μάλλον ή λόγῳ λαμβάνειν, καί το εξ ὧν σύγκειται μὴ προσποιεΐσθαι—οὐ γὰρ ουσία ι εκείνα, 5 ἡ οὑκ ἂν αίσθηταί γε ούσίαι—ἐνὶ δὲ γένει περι-λαμβάνοντα τὸ κοινόν επί λίθου καί γῆς καὶ ὕδατος καὶ τῶν ἐκ τούτων φυτών, ἦ αισθητά, καί ζώων ωσαύτως; ου γὰρ παραλελείφεται ή ὕλη οὐδὲ τὸ είδος* ἡ γὰρ αισθητή ουσία ἔχει ταῦτα* ὕλη γὰρ καὶ εἶδος πῦρ και γῆ καὶ τὰ μεταξύ, τα δε σύνθετα ηδη πολλαί ουσιαι εις εν. καί το κοινόν πᾶσι τοὑτοις, ἦ τῶν άλλων 10 κεχώρισται· υποκείμενα γὰρ ταῦτα τοῖς άλλοις καί ου κ εν ύποκειμενω οὐδὲ ἄλλου* καὶ ὅσα εἴρηται, υπάρχει ταύτη. ἀλλ’ εἰ ἡ αισθητή οὐσία οὐκ ἄνευ μεγέθους ουδ’ ἄνευ ποιότητος, πώς ἔτι τὰ συμβεβηκότα χωριούμεν; χωρίζοντες γὰρ ταῦτα, τὸ μέγεθος, τὸ σχήμα, το 15 χρώμα, ξηρότητα, υγρότητα, τί τὴν ουσίαν αυτήν
1 Igal, Η-S2: διαφορά Enn.
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matter and in form, and both together come from one which flows in all sorts of different ways. For it is not only necessary for one to exist more and the other worse and less if the second comes from the first and the third from the second, but even if both come from the same, in that one has a larger share in fire, like a pot, and the other less, so as not to become a pot. But perhaps matter and form do not even come from the same: for there are different things also in the intelligible world.
8.	But ought one then to drop division into elements, especially when one is speaking about sensible substance, which one must grasp by sense rather than reason, and not to take into consideration the parts of which they are composed—for those parts are not substances, or at least not sensible substances—and include in one genus what is common to stone and earth and water and the plants which arise from these, in so far as they are sense-objects, and the animals likewise? For [if one does this] matter and form will not have been left out; for sensible substance has these; for fire and earth and the elements between are matter and form, and the composites are already many substances coming together into one. And what is common to all these is how they are separated from the other things; for these are substrates to the others and not in a substrate nor belonging to another; and everything else which has been said applies here. But if sensible substance does not exist without size or without quality, how shall we still be able to separate what is incidental? For when we separate off this, size, shape, colour, dryness, moistness, what are we going to establish as substance itself? For these [sensible]
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θησόμεθα; ποιαὶ γὰρ οὐσίαι αὖται. ἀλλὰ τί ἐστι, περὶ ὃ συμβαίνει τὰ ποιοῦντα ἐκ τοῦ μόνον ουσίαν εἶναι ποιαν ουσίαν εἶναι; και ἔσται τὸ πυρ οὐχ ὅλον ουσία, ἀλλά τι αυτού, οΐον μέρος; τούτο δὲ τί ἂν εἴη; ἡ ὕλη. ἀλλὰ ἆρα γε ἡ αίσθητή ουσία συμφόρησις τις ποιοτήτων καί ύλης, καί ὁμοῦ μὲν πάντα ταῦτα συμπαγέντα ἐπὶ ὕλης μιὰς οὐσία, χωρίς δὲ έκαστον λαμβανόμενον τὸ μὲν ποιόν, τὸ δὲ πο σὸν ἔσται, ἡ ποιὰ πολλά; καί ο μὲν ἂν έλλεΐπον μήπω ἀπηρτισμένην ἐὰ γίνεσθαι τὴν ὑπόστασιν, μέρος τῆσδε τῆς ουσίας, ο δ’ ἂν γενομένῃ τῇ ουσία ἐπισυμβῇ, τὴν οίκείαν ἔχει τάξιν οὐ κρυπτόμενον ἐν τῷ μίγματι τω ποιούντι την λεγομένην οὐσίαν; καὶ οὐ τοῦτο φημι, ως ἐκεῖ μετὰ τῶν άλλων ον ἐστιν ουσία, συμπληρούν ένα δγκον τοσόνδε καί τοιόνδε, ἀλλαχοῦ δὲ μὴ συμπληρούν ποιόν, άλλα μηδὲ ὲκεἷ έκαστον ουσίαν, το δ’ ὅλον τὸ ἐκ πάντων ουσίαν. καὶ οὐ δυσχεραντέον, εἰ τὴν ουσίαν την αισθητήν ἐξ οὐκ οὐσιῶν ποιοὑμεν* οὐδὲ γὰρ τὸ ὅλον ἀληθὴς ουσία, ἀλλὰ μιμούμενον τὴν αληθή, ἥτις ἄνευ τῶν άλλων των περὶ αὐτὴν έχει τὸ ἂν καὶ τῶν άλλων έζ αὐτῆς γινομένων, ὅτι αληθώς ἦν ὡδὶ δὲ καί το ύποβεβλημένον άγονον καί οὐχ ικανόν εἶναι ὅν, ὅτι μηδὲ ἐξ αυτού τα άλλα, σκιά δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ σκιά αυτή οΰση ζωγραφία καὶ τὸ φαίνεσθαι.
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substances are qualified substances. But is there something around which occur what make being simply substance into being qualified substance? And will fire be not as a whole substance, but something belonging to it, like a part? And what could this be? Just matter. But then, is sensible substance a conglomeration of qualities and matter, and are all these compounded together on one matter substance, but when each is taken separately will one be a quale and one a quantum, or will they be many qualiax? And will that which, if it is lacking, does not allow a completed coming into existence to take place be a part of this substance, but that which, when a substance has come to be, comes to it as an addition, have its own position and not be hidden in the mixture which makes up what is called substance? I do not mean this in the sense that when it is there with the others it is substance, completing one mass of a particular size and quality, but elsewhere when it is not contributing to completion it is a quality, but that even in the former case each particular one is not a substance, but the whole made up from them all is substance. And there is no need to object if we make sensible substance out of non-substances; for even the whole is not true substance but imitates the true substance, which has its being without the others which attend on it, and the others come into being from it, because it truly is; but here what underlies is sterile and inadequate to be being, because the others do not come from it, but it is a shadow, and upon what is itself a shadow, a picture and a seeming. 1
1 Cp. ch. 15, 24-38 and Π. 7.3.
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9.	Καί περὶ μὲν τῆς λεγομἐνης οὐσίας αἴσθητῆς καὶ γένους ενός ταὑτῃ. εἴδη δ* αυτού τινα αν τις θεΐτο και πώς διέλοι; σώμα μεν οὖν τὸ σύμπαν θετεον εἶναι, τούτων δὲ τὰ μεν ύλικώτερα, τα δὲ οργανικά* 5 ύλικώτερα μεν πυρ, γῆ, ύδωρ, αήρ· οργανικά δε τα τῶν φυτών και τα τῶν ζώων σώματα κατά τὰς μορφάς τὰς παραλλαγάς σχόντα. εἶτα είδη γῆς λαμβάνειν και τῶν άλλων στοιχείων, και ἐπὶ τῶν σωμάτων τῶν οργανικών τά τε φυτά κατά τὰς μορφάς διαιρούντο και τὰ τῶν 10 ζώων σώματα* ἡ τῷ τὰ μὲν ἐπίγεια καὶ εγγεια, και καθ’ έκαστον στοιχείον τὰ ἐν αὐτῷ* ἡ τῶν σωμάτων τὰ μεν κούφα, τὰ δὲ βαρέα, τὰ δὲ μεταξύ, και τὰ μεν εστάναι εν μέσω, τἀ δὲ περιέχειν άνωθεν, τὰ δὲ μεταξύ* καί ἐν τούτων εκάστω σώματα ήδη σχήμασι διειλημμένα, ως εἶναι σώματα τἀ μεν ζώων ουρανίων, τὰ δὲ κατὰ ἄλλα 15 στοιχεία· ή κατ* είδη δια στήσαμε νο ν τὰ τέσσαρα τὸ μετά τοῦτο άλλον τρόπον ήδη συμπλέκε ιν καταμιγνύντα1 τὰς διαφοράς αυτών κατά τούς τόπους και τὰς μορφάς και τὰς μίξεις, οἷον πύρινα ή γήινα τω πλείονι και επικρατούντι λεγόμενα, το δε π ρ ώ τ α ς και δευτερας λέγειν—“τόδε τὸ πῦρ” καὶ “πῦρ”— 20 ἄλλως μὲν ἔχειν διαφοράν, ὅτι τὸ μὲν καθεκαστον, το δε καθόλου, ου μέντοι ουσίας διαφοράν· και γὰρ καὶ ἐν ποιῷ “τί λευκόν”και “λευκόν” και “τις γραμματική”
1 Igal, Η-S2: καί μιγνύντα Επη. 1
1 The bodies of celestial living beings are, of course, spherical.
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9. So much for what is called sensible substance and the one genus. But what species of it should one posit, and how should one divide them? Now the whole must be classed as body, and of bodies some are matterish and some organic; the matterish are fire, earth, water, air; the organic the bodies of plants and animals, which have their differences according to their shapes. Then one should take the species of earth and of the other elements, and in the case of organic bodies one should divide the plants, and the bodies of animals, according to their shapes; or by the fact that some are on and in the earth, and, element by element, [one should class separately] the bodies in each; or [one could class them on the ground that] some are light, some are heavy, and some in between, and that some stand in the middle, some surround them above, and some are in between; and in each of these the bodies are already differentiated by their outlines, so as to be some of them bodies of celestial living beings1 and others appropriate to the other elements; or one should divide the four according to their species and afterwards proceed in another way to weave them together by blending their differences according to places and shapes and mixtures, classing them as fiery or earthly, called so according to the largest and predominant element [in the mixture]. But as for calling them "first” and "second” 2—"this fire” and "fire”—these have a difference in another way, because one is individual and one universal, but not a difference of substance; under quality, also, there is "something white” and "white” and "a particular
2 Aristotle Categories 5. 2all-19.
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καί “γραμματική”, ἔπειτα τί ἔλαττον ἔχει ἡ γραμματική προς τινα γραμματικήν και ὅλως ἐπιστήμη πρὸς τινα επιστήμην; ου γὰρ ἡ γραμματική ύστερον τής τινος γραμματικής, ἀλλὰ μάλλον οΰσης γραμματικής και ή εν σοι· ἐπεὶ ἡ ἐν σοί τίς ἐστι τῷ ἐν σοί, αυτή δὲ ταύτόν τῇ καθόλου, και 6 Σωκράτης ούκ αυτός εδωκε τω μὴ άνθρώπω τὸ εἶναι άνθρώπω, ἀλλ’ ὁ άνθρωπος τω Σωκράτεγ μεταλήφει γὰρ ανθρώπου 6 τις άνθρωπος. ἔπειτα ὁ Σωκράτης τί ἂν εἴη ἡ άνθρωπος τοιόσδε, τὸ δὲ “τοιόσδε” τίἂν εργάζοιτο προς το μάλλον ουσίαν είναι; ει δ’ ὅτι τὸ μεν “είδος μόνον 6 άνθρωπος ”, το δε “είδος εν ὕλη”, ἧττον άνθρωπος κατά τούτο αν εἴη* ἐν ὕλη γὰρ ὁ Λόγος χείρων, εἰ δὲ καὶ ὸ άνθρωπος ου καθ’ αὐτὸ είδος, ἀλλ’ ἐν ὕλη, τί ελαττον εζει του εν ύλη, και αυτός Λόγος του ἐν τινι ὕλη; ἔτι πρότερον τή φύσει το γένικώτερον, ώστε και τὸ εἶδος τοῦ ατόμου' τὸ δὲ πρότερον τή φύσει και απλώς πρότερον' πώς αν οὖν ἦττον εΐη; ἀλλὰ τὸ καθεκαστον προς ἡμᾶς γνωριμώτερον ον πρότερον' τούτο δ’ οὐκ εν τοῖς πράγμασι τὴν διαφοράν ἔχει. ἔπειτα ούτως ουχ εἷς Λόγος τῆς ουσίας' ου γὰρ ὁ αυτός τού πρώτως και δευτέρως, οὐδ’ ὑφ’ ἐν γένος.
10. Ἐστι δὲ καὶ ούτως διαιρεΐν, θερμώ και ξηρῷ, /cat ξηρῷ καὶ φυχρώ, και ύγρώ και φυχρώ, ή όπως βούλεται τον συνδυασμόν είναι, εἶτα ἐκ τούτων συνθεσιν 1
1 Aristotle. The reference is probably to De Gen. εί Corr." Β 2-3. 330a24-35.
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literary skill” and "literary skill”. For what less does 'literary skill” have in comparison with "a particular literary skill” and in general "body of knowledge” in comparison with "a particular body of knowledge”? For literary skill is not posterior to the particular literary skill but rather it is because literary skill exists that that in you exists; since that in you is particular by being in you, but in itself is the same as the universal. And Socrates did not in his own person give being human to the non-human but humanity gave being human to Socrates: the particular human is so by participation in humanity. Since what could Socrates be except "a man of a particular kind” and what could the "of a particular kind” do towards being more of a substance? But if it is because "humanity is only a form” but Socrates is "form in matter”, he would be less human in this respect: for the rational form is worse in matter. But if humanity is not in itself form, but in matter, what less will it have than the particular human in matter, when it is itself the rational form of something in a kind of matter? Again, the more general is prior by nature, as the species is prior to the individual; but the prior by nature is also simply prior: how then could it be less? But the individual is prior in relation to us because it is more knowable; but this does not make a difference in actual fact. Then, if it were so, there would not be one definition of substance: for the definition of what is primarily and what is secondarily is not the same, nor do they come under one genus.
10.	It is also possible to divide like this, by hot and dry, and dry and cold, and moist and cold, or whatever kind of-coupling he1 wants, and then a compo-
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καί μίξιν καί ἡ μἐνειν ἐνταῦθα στάντα ἐπὶ τοῦ 5 συνθέτου, ἡ κατὰ τὸ ἔγγειον καὶ ἐπίγειον, ἡ κατὰ τὰς μορφὰς καὶ κατὰ τὰς τῶν ζώων διαφοράς, ου τα ζώα διαιρούντο, ἀλλὰ κατὰ τἀ σώματα αὐτῶν ὥσπερ όργανα διαιρούντο. ου κ άτοπος δὲ ἡ κατὰ τὰς μορφὰς διαφορά, εἴπερ οὐδ’ ἡ κατὰ τὰς ποιότητας αυτών διαίρεσις, θερμότης, ψυχρότης καὶ τὰ τοιαϋτα. εἰ δέ τις 10 λέγοι “ἀλλὰ κατὰ ταύτας ποιεί τὰ σώματα”, και κατά τὰς μίξεις φήσομεν ποιεῖν καὶ κατὰ τὰ χρώματα και τα σχήματα, ἐπεὶ γὰρ περὶ αισθητής ουσίας 6 λόγος, ουκ άτοπος αν εἴη, διαφοραΐς εἰ λαμβάνοιτο ταΐς προς την αΐσθησιν οὐδὲ γὰρ ὃν απλώς αυτή, ἀλλ* αισθητόν ον 15 τὸ ὅλον τούτο* ἐπεὶ καὶ τὴν δοκοῦσαν ύπόστασιν αυτής σύνοδον τῶν πρὸς αΐσθησιν ἔφαμεν εἶναι καὶ ἡ πίστις του εἶναι παρὰ τῆς αἴσθήσεως αὐτοῖς, εἰ δὲ ἄπειρος ἡ σὑνθεσις, κατ’ εἴδη τῶν ζώων διαιρεῖν, οἷον ανθρώπου €ΐδος το ἐπὶ σώματά ποιότης γὰρ αυτή σώματος, 20 τὸ τοιούτον εἶδος, ποιότησι δ’ ουκ άτοπον διαιρεῖν. ει δ’ ὅτι τὰ μὲν ἀπλᾶ, τὰ δὲ σύνθετα εἵπομεν, ἀντι-διαιροὐντες τὸ σύνθετον τῷ άπλώ, ὑλικώτερα ειπομεν καὶ οργανικά ου προσποιούμενοι τὸ σύνθετον, ἔστι δ’ οὐκ ἀντιδιαίρεσις τὸ σύνθετον πρὸς τὸ ἀπλοῦν εἶναι, ἀλλὰ κατὰ πρώτην διαίρεσιν τὰ απλά τῶν σωμάτων 25 θἐντα μίξαντα αὐτὰ ἀπ’ άλλης αρχής ὑποβεβηκυίας1
1 Sleeman, Η-S: -βββλψ- Enn.
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sition and mixture of these; and either to stop there, coming to a halt at the composite, or [to go on dividing] according to whether things are in or on the earth, or according to the shapes and according to the differences of animals, not dividing the animals but dividing according to their bodies, which are like their tools. The division according to their shapes is not out of place, since the division according to their qualities is not either, hotness, coldness and such like. But if someone were to say "but bodies act by these”, we shall reply that they also act according to the mixtures and the colours and the outlines. For since our discussion is about sensible substance the division would not be out of place if it was taken to. be made by the differences which present themselves to sense-perception; for this sensible substance is not simply being, but is perceived by sense, being this whole world of ours; since we maintained that its apparent existence was a congress of perceptibles, and the guarantee of their being comes from sense-perception. But if the composition has no limits, one should divide according to the species-forms of living things, the bodily species of man, for instance. For this, a species-form of this kind, is a quality of body, and it is not out of place to divide by qualities. But if we said that some bodies are simple and some are composite, opposing the composite to the simple in our division, we were speaking of matterish and organic bodies, not taking the composite seriously into account. It is not a division by opposition which sets the composite against the simple, but, when one had placed the simple bodies by the first division, one mixed them and differentiated the composites starting from an-
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διαφοράν συνθέτων ἦ τὁποις ἡ μορφαῖς ποιεῖσθαι, οἷον τἀ μὲν ουράνια, τὰ δὲ γήινα. καὶ περὶ μὲν τῆς εν τοῖς αίσθητοΐς ουσίας η γενέσεως ταῦτα.
11.	Περὶ δὲ ποσού και ποσότητος, ὡς ἐν αριθμώ δεῖ τίθεσθαι καὶ μεγέθει, καθόσον τοσούτον έκαστον, ὅ ἐστιν ἐν αριθμώ τῶν ἐνὑλων καὶ διαστήματι τοῦ υποκείμενου—οὐ γὰρ περί χωριστού ποσού ὁ λόγος, 5 ἀλλ’ ὅ ποιεῖ τρίπηχυ εἶναι τὸ ξύλον, καὶ ἡ πεμπὰς ἡ ἐπὶ τοῖς ἵπποις—εἴρηται πολλάκις, ὅτι ταῦτα ποσὰ μόνον λεκτέον, τόπον δὲ καὶ χρόνον μὴ κατά το ποσον νενοήσθαι, ἀλλὰ τὸν μὲν χρόνον τω μέτρον κ ιν ή σ € ω ς εἶναι καὶ τῷ πρός τι δοτέον αὐτόν, τὸν δὲ τόπον σώματος περιεκτικόν, ὡς καὶ τούτον ἐν σχέσει 10 καὶ τῷ προς τι κεῖσθαι* ἐπεὶ καί ἡ κίνησις συνεχὴς καὶ οὐκ ἐν πο σῷ ἐτέθη. μέγα δὲ καὶ μικρόν διά τί ου κ ἐν πο σῷ; ποσότητι γάρ τινι μέγα το μέγα, και τὸ μέγεθος δὲ οὐ τῶν πρός τι, ἀλλὰ τὸ μεῖζον καὶ τὸ ἔλαττον τῶν προς τι* πρὸς γὰρ ἕτερον, ώσπερ καὶ τὸ διπλάσιον. διά 15 τί οὖν ορος μικρόν, κ έ γ χ ρ ο ς δὲ μεγάλη; ἡ πρώτον μὲν ἀντὶ τοῦ “μικρότερον” λέγεται, εἰ γὰρ πρὸς τὰ ομογενή ὁμολογεῖται καὶ παρ’ αυτών εἰρῆσθαι, ὁμολογεῖται, ὅτι ἀντὶ τοῦ “μικρότερον” λέγεται, καὶ μεγάλη κέγχρος οὐχ απλώς λεγομένη “μεγάλη”, ἀλλὰ “κέγχρος μεγάλη ”: τούτο δε ταύτόν “τών ομογενών”, 210
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other subordinate principle, either by positions or shapes, some celestial and others earthly, for instance. And so much for substance or coming-to-be in the things perceived by sense.
11.	But about the quantum and quantity, it has often been said how one should locate it in number and size, in so far as each individual thing which is in the number of things in matter and the extension of the substrate is of a certain size—for the discussion is not about separate quantity but about the quantity which makes the wood three cubits long and the five which applies to the horses—and that only these things should be called quanta, but that place and time should not be considered under quantity, but that time because it is the "measure of motion” should in its own nature also be given to the relative, and that place is what surrounds body, so that this too is put in relation and the relative; further, movement is continuous and so was not put in the class of quantity. But why are large and small not in quantity? For the large is large by some kind of quantity and size is not something relative, but larger and smaller belong to the relative; for they are so in regard to another, like the double. Why then is "the mountain small, but the millet-seed large”1? Now, first of all, this is said instead of "smaller”. For if it is agreed that it is called small in regard to and from [comparison with] things of the same kind, it is agreed that it is said instead of "smaller”. And a large millet-seed is not simply called "large” but "large millet-seed” and this is the same as "of things of the same kind”, and it can
1 Aristotle Categories 6. 5bl8-19.
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τῶν δὲ ομογενών κατά φύσιν ἂν λέγοιτο μείζων, ἔπειτα διὰ τί οὐ καί τὸ καλόν λέγοιτο αν τῶν πρός τι; ἀλλά φαμεν καλὸν μὲν καθ’ ὲαυτὸ καὶ ποιόν, κάλλιον δὲ τῶν πρός τι· καίτοι και καλόν λεγόμενον φανείή ἂν πρὸς ἄλλο αισχρόν, οἷον ανθρώπου κάλλος προς θεόν πιθήκων, φησίν, ὁ κάλλιστος αισχρός συμβάλλειν ὲτέρῳ γ έ ν ε ι · ἀλλ’ ἐφ’ ἐαυτοῦ μὲν καλόν, πρὸς ἄλλο δὲ ἡ κάλλιον ἡ τουναντίον. καί ενταύθα τοίνυν ἐφ’ εαυτού μὲν μέγα μετά μεγέθους, πρὸς ἄλλο δὲ οὐ τοιοΰτον. ή ἀναιρετέον τὸ καλόν, ὅτι ἄλλο κάλλιον αὐτοῦ· οὕτω τοίνυν οὐδ’ ἀναιρετέον τὸ μέγα, ὅτι ἔστι τι μεΐζον αυτού* ἐπεὶ οὐδὲ τὸ μεῖζον ὅλως ἂν εἴη μὴ μεγάλου οντος, ώσπερ οὐδὲ κάλλιον μὴ καλοῦ.
12.	Ἀπολειπτέον τοίνυν και εναντιότητα εἶναι περὶ τὸ ποσόν* αἱ γὰρ ἔννοιαι τὴν εναντιότητα συγχωρούσιν, ὅταν “μέγα” λέγωμεν καὶ ὅταν “μικρόν”, ἐναντίας τὰς φαντασίας ποιοϋσαι, ώσπερ ὅταν “πολλά” και “ολίγα”· και γὰρ τἀ παραπλήσια περὶ του “ολίγα” καί “πολλά” λεκτέον. “πολλοί γὰρ οἱ ἐν τῇ οικία” αντί τού “πλείους”· τούτο δὲ πρὸς ἄλλο* καὶ “ολίγοι ἐν τῷ θεἀτρῳ” ἀντὶ τοῦ “έλάττους”. καί δει ολως τὰ πολλά πολύ λέγειν πλήθος ἐν αριθμώ—πλήθος δὲ πῶς τῶν πρός τι;—τούτο δὲ ταύτόν τω “ἐπέκτασις αριθμού” το 1
1 Heraclitus fr. Β 82 DK, as quoted by Plato Hippias Major 289A3-4..
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naturally be called larger than things of the same kind. Next, why is "beautiful” not said to be one of the relatives? But we call something beautiful in itself; it has the quality of beauty, but ''more beautiful” is one of the relative terms; and then what is called beautiful might appear ugly in relation to something else, like the beauty of a man compared to a god; "the most beautiful of monkeys”, he1 says, "is ugly in comparison with another kind”; but it is beautiful by itself, but in relation to something else it is more beautiful or the opposite. And in the case of size, then, a thing is large in itself by possession of size, but in relation to something else it is not so. Otherwise one would have to deny the "beautiful” because something else was more beautiful; so here one must not deny the "large” because there is something larger than it: since it could not be larger at all if it was not large, just as a thing could not be more beautiful if it was not beautiful.
12.	We must allow then that there is opposition in the quantitative; for our notions admit the opposition, when we say "large” and when we say ''small”, and make our mental images opposite, just as when we say "many” and "few”: for we ought to say much the same about "few” and "many”. For "there are many people in the house” is instead of "more people”; but this is in relation to something else; and we say 'Tew people in the theatre” instead of "fewer”.2 And one ought in general to call the many "many” as a multiplicity in number—and how can multiplicity be one of the relatives?—but this is the same as saying "an expansion of number” and
2 Aristotle Categories 6. 5b24r-25.
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δὲ εναντίον “συστολή”, το δ’ αὐτὸ καὶ ἐπὶ τοῦ συνεχούς τής έννοιας τὸ συνεχές προαγούσης εἰς τὸ πόρρω. ποσόν μεν οὖν, ὅταν τὸ ἐν προέλθῃ και το σημεῖον, ἀλλ’ ἐὰν μεν ταχύ στῇ ὲκάτερον, τὸ μεν ὀλίγον, τὸ δὲ μικρόν* ἐὰν δ’ ἡ 15 πρόοδος προϊούσα μὴ παύσηται ταχύ, τὸ μὲν πολύ, τὸ δὲ μέγα. τις οὖν ορος; τίς δὲ καλού; θερμού 8έ; και εν ι θερμότερον και ενταύθα, ἀλλὰ λέγεται τὸ μὲν θερμότερον προς τι, τὸ δὲ θερμόν απλώς ποιόν, ὅλως δὲ Λόγον τινα, ώσπερ καλού, οὕτω καὶ μεγάλου είναι, ος μετάληφθεις μέγα ποιεί, ώσπερ καλόν ό τού καλού. 20 ἐναντιότης τοίνυν κατά ταῦτα περί το ποσον κατά γὰρ τὸν τόπον οὐκέτι, ὅτι μὴ τοῦ ποσού' ἐπεὶ και. εἰ τοῦ ποσού ἦν ὁ τόπος, ου κ ἦν εναντίον το άνω τινι μὴ οντος τού κάτω εν τω παντί. εν δε τοῖς μέρεσι το άνω και κάτω λεγόμενον άλλο οὐδὲν ἂν σημαίνοι ή ανωτέρω και 25 κατωτέρω και ομοιον τω “δεξιόν” και “αριστερόν”' ταύτα δε των προς τι. συλλαβή δε και λόγιο συμβαίνει ποσοΐς εἶναι και ύποκεΐσθαι τω ποσὸς φωνή γὰρ ποσή' αυτή1 δε κίνησις τις* εἰς κινησιν οὖν ὅλως ἀνακτέον, ώσπερ και τὴν πράξιν.
13.	Τὸ μεν οὖν συνεχές από τού διωρισμένου κεχωρίσθαι καλώς τω κοινώ και τω ἰδίω ο ρω εἴρηται *
1 Ficinus (ipsa): αΰτη Enn., H-S1.
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the opposite "contraction”. And the same applies to the continuous, in that our notion of it prolongs the continuous into the distance. So there is a quantum when the unit moves forward, and also when the point does. But if either of them comes to a stop quickly, one is few and the other small; but if the advance does not halt quickly in its progress, one is many and the other large. What then is the defining limit? What is it of the beautiful? Or the hot? And it is possible here also to be hotter. But "the hotter” is said in relation to something, but "the hot” is simply a quale. But in general there must be a rational form of the large just as there is of the beautiful, which when it is participated makes a thing large, as the form of the beautiful makes a thing beautiful. In these respects, then, there is an opposition in the quantitative; for there is no longer one in place, because place does not belong to the quantitative; since, even if place did belong to the quantitative, "up” would not be opposite to anything, since there is no "down” in the All. But when "up” and "down” are spoken of in the parts, they could not mean anything else but "higher up” and "lower down” and are like "right” and "left”; and these belong to the relatives. But "syllable” and "word” have a quantitative character and come under the quantitative; for they are a sound of a certain length1; but sound itself is a movement; so it must be generally referred to movement, as action is.
13.	It has been well said1 2 that the continuous is distinguished from the discrete by the common and
1	On sound as quantitative cp. VI. 1. 5.
2	By Aristotle!; Categories 6. 4b.
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τὸ δ’ ἐντεῦθεν ἡδη ἐπὶ μὲν αριθμού περιττῷ, άρτίω. και πάλιν, ει rives διαφοραϊ τούτων ὲκατέρου, ἡ 5 παραληπτέον τοΐς περί αριθμόν έχουσιν ήδη, ή δεῖ ταύτας μὲν διαφοράς των μοναδικών αριθμών τίθεσθαι, τῶν δ’ ἐν τοῖς αίσθητοΐς οὐκέτι, εἰ δὲ τοὺς ἐν τοῖς αίσθητοΐς αριθμούς χωρίζει 6 λόγος, οὐδὲν κωλύει καί τούτων τὰς αύτάς νοεῖν διαφοράς, το δὲ συνεχὲς πῶς, 10 εἰ τὸ μὲν γραμμή, το δ* ἐπίπεδον, τὸ δὲ στερεόν; ἡ τὸ μὲν ἐφ’ ἐν, τὸ δ’ ἐπὶ δὑο, τὸ δ’ ἐπὶ τρία, οὐκ εἰς εἴδη δι αιρουμένου δόξει, ἀλλὰ καταρίθμησιν μόνον ποιονμένου. εἰ1 γὰρ ἐν τοῖς άριθμοΐς οντω λαμβανομένοις κατά το πρότ€ρον και το ύστερον κοινόν τι ἐπ’ αυτών ονκ ἔστι γένος, οὐδ’ ἐπὶ πρώτης και 15 δευτἐρας καὶ τρίτης αὑτῆς κοινόν τι ἔσται, ἀλλὰ ἴσως καθόσον πο σὸν τὸ ἴσον ἐπ* αὐτοῖς, καί οὐ τἀ μὲν μάλλον ποσά, τὰ δὲ ήττον, κἂν τὰ μὲν ἐπὶ πλείω τὰς διαστάσεις ἔχῃ, τὰ δὲ ἐπ’ ἔλαττον. καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν αριθμών τοίνυν, καθόσον πάντες αριθμοί, το κοινόν αν εἴη· ἴσως γὰρ ουχ 20 ἡ μονὰς τὴν δυάδα, οὐδ’ ἡ δυὰς τὴν τριάδα, αλλά τὸ αὐτὸ πάντα, ει δε μη γίνεται, ἀλλ* ἔστιν, ημείς δ’ έπινοοΰμεν γινόμενα, έστω 6 μεν ἐλάττων πρότερος, ο δε ύστερος 6 μείζων ἀλλὰ καθόσον αριθμοί πάντες, υφ εν. καί επί μεγεθών τοίνυν τὸ ἐπ’ αριθμών μετενεκτέον χωριούμεν δε απ’ ἀλλήλων γραμμήν, επίπεδον,
1 Westerink,· Η-S2: αει' E nil.: inel Theiler, H-S1.
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the particular limit; and further, in the case of number, that it is distinguished by odd and even. And again, if there are distinctions in each of these [divisions] they should be left to those whose business is number, or we should posit that these are distinctions of the monodic [ideal] numbers, but no longer of those in sense-objects. But if logic separates the numbers in sense-objects [from the objects], nothing prevents us from making in thought the same distinctions of these. But how do we make distinctions in the continuous, if one kind is line, one plane and one solid? Now the distinctions one-dimensional, two-dimensional and three-dimensional do not seem to be proper to one who is dividing into species, but rather to one who is simply making a count. For if in numbers also when they are taken like this according to the before and after, there is no genus common to them, there will be nothing common either to the first, second and third dimensions. But perhaps it is in so far as they are quantitative that they are one and the same, and some of them are not more quantitative and some less, even if some have wider extensions and some narrower. And numbers then would have what is in common to them in so far as they are all numbers; for perhaps the number one does not produce the number two or the number two the number three, but the same produces all. But if the number-series does not come into being, but is, but we think it as having come into being, let the lesser number be earlier and the greater later; but in so far as they are all numbers they are classed under one head. And now we must transfer what applied to numbers to magnitudes: we shrill separate from each other line, sur-
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στερεὸν, ὃ δὴ κέκληκε σώμα, τῷ διάφορα τῷ ειδει μεγέθη ὄντα εἶναι, εἰ δὲ δεῖ € κάστον τούτων διαιρεῖν, γραμμήν μὲν εἰς εὐθύ, περιφερές, ἑλικοειδές, ἐπίπεδον δὲ ἀεῖςλ1 εὐθὑγραμμον καὶ περιφερές σχήμα, στ€ρ€ον δὲ εἰς στερεά σχήματα, σφαίραν, [εἰς]1 2 εὐθυγράμμους πλευράς, καὶ ταῦτα πάλιν, οἷα οἱ γεωμέτραι ποιοῦσι τρίγωνα, τετράπλευρα, καὶ πάλιν ταῦτα εἰς ἄλλα, ἔπι σκεπτίον.
14.	Τί γὰρ ἂν φαῖμεν εὑθεῖαν; οὐ μέγεθος εἶναι; ἡ ποιὸν μέγεθος τὸ εὐθὺ φαίη τις ἄν. τί οὖν κωλύει δια φοράν εἶναι ἦ γραμμή;—οὐ γὰρ άλλον τινος το εὐθὺ ἡ γραμμής—ἐπεὶ καὶ οὐσίας διαφοράς κομίζομεν παρα τοῦ ποιον. εἰ οὖν γραμμή εὐθεῖα, ποσον μετὰ διαφοράς, και ον σύνθετον διὰ τούτο ή εὐθεῖα ἐξ εὐθὑτητος καὶ γραμμής· εἰ δὲ σύνθετον, ὡς μετὰ οἰκείας διαφοράς, το δ’ ἐκ τριών γραμμών—τὸ τρίγωνον—διά τί οὐκ ἐν τῷ ποσώ; ή οὐχ ἁπλῶς τρεῖς γραμμαι το τρίγωνον, ἀλλὰ οὑτωσὶ ἐχουσῶν, καὶ τὸ τετράπλευρον τέσσαρες οὕτω σὺ καὶ γὰρ ἡ γραμμή ή εὐθεῖα οὑτωσὶ καὶ ποσον. εἰ γὰρ την εὑθεῖαν οὐ ποσον μόνον, τί κωλύει καὶ τὴν πεπερασμένην μὴ ποσον μόνον λέγειν; ἀλλὰ τὸ πέρας τῆς γραμμής στιγμὴ καί οὐκ ἐν ἄλλω. καί τὸ πεπερασμένον τοίνυν ἐπίπεδον ποσον, ἐπείπερ γραμμαι περατοῦσιν, αι πολὺ μάλλον ἐν τῷ ποσώ. εἰ οὖν τὸ πεπερασμένον ἐπίπεδον ἐν τῷ ποσῷ, τούτο δὲ ἡ τετράγωνον ἡ
1	Kirchhoff.
2	delevimus: και F3s ( = Ficinus), Muller.
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face and solid (which Aristotle calls body) by their all being magnitudes specifically different. But we must investigate whether we should divide each of them, line into straight, circular and spiral, plane into rectangular and circular form, solid into solid forms, sphere and those bounded by straight-line sides, and these again, as the geometers do, into those with triangular and those with quadrilateral sides, and these again into others.
14.	What, then, are we to say that a straight line is? Is it not that it is a magnitude? Now one could say that the straight is a magnitude of a certain quality. What then prevents it from being a specific differentiation of the line as line?—for the straight does not belong to anything else but a line—since we get our specific differentiations of substance also from the qualitative. If a line, then, is straight, it is a quantum with a specific difference, and the straight line is not for this reason a composite of straight and line; but if it is a composite, it is as with its specific difference. But the figure made of three lines—the triangle—why is it not in the quantitative? Now the triangle is not just three lines, but three lines in this particular disposition, and the quadrilateral four lines in this particular disposition; and indeed the straight line is both disposed in a particular way and quantitative. If then we say that the straight line is not only quantitative, what prevents us from saying that the limited straight line is not only quantitative? But the limit of the line is a point, and not in anything else. And so the limited surface is quantitative, since lines limit it, which are much more in the quantitative. If then the limited surface is in the quantitative, £nd this is either a quadrilateral or a
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πολύπλευρον ἡ ἑξάπλευρον, καὶ τὰ σχήματα πάντα ἐν τῷ ποσω. εἰ δ* οτι το τρίγωνον λέγομεν ποιον και το τετράγωνον, ἐν ποιῷ θησόμεθα, οὐδὲν κωλύει ἐν 20 πλείοσι κατηγορίαν θέσθαι τὸ αὐτό* καθὸ μὲν μέγεθος καὶ τοσόνδε1 μέγεθος, ἐν τῷ ποσῷ, καθὸ δὲ τοιάνδε μορφήν παρέχεται, ἐν ποιώ, η καθ* αὐτὸ1 2 τοιάδε μορφή το τρίγωνον, τί οὖν κωλύει και τὴν σφαίραν ποιόν λέγειν; ει οὖν τις ὁμόσε χώροι, την γεωμέτριον τοίνυν 25 οὑ περί μεγέθη, ἀλλὰ περί ποιότητα καταγίνεσθαι. ἀλλ’ οὐ δοκεῖ τούτο, ἀλλ’ ἡ πραγματεία αυτή περί μεγέθη, αι δὲ διάφοροι των μεγεθών ονκ άναιροΰσι το μεγέθη αὐτὰ είναι, ώσπερ οὐδ* αἱ τῶν ουσιών οὐκ ουσίας τὰς ουσίας είναι. ἔτι πᾶν επίπεδον πεπερασμένον, ου γὰρ οἷόν τε άπειρον είναι τι επίπεδον. 30 ἔτι ώσπερ, όταν περί ουσίαν ποιότητα λαμβάνω, ουσιώδη ποιόητα λέγω, οὕτω και πολύ μάλλον, ὅταν τὰ σχήματα λαμβάνω, ποσότητος διαφοράς λαμβάνω, έπειτα, ει μη ταύτας διαφοράς μεγεθών ληφόμεθα, τίνω ν θησόμεθα; εἰ δὲ μεγεθών είσι διαφοραί, τὰ 35 γενόμενα εκ τῶν διαφορών μεγέθη διάφορα εν εΐδεσιν αυτών τακτέον.
15.	Ἀλλὰ πῶς ίδιον του ποσού το ίσον και αν ι σ ον; ὅμοια γὰρ τρίγωνα λέγεται, ἡ καὶ ὅμοια λέγεται μεγέθη, και ή ὁμοιότης λεγομἐνη οὐκ αναιρεί το ὅμοιον καὶ τὸ άνόμοιον είναι εν τω ποιώ* ἴσως γὰρ
1	Igal, H—S2: τοιάνδε Enn.
2	ἡ κα0* αυτό Igal, H—S2*. ἡ και αότό BUC: ῆ και αυτό WX, Perna.
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polygon or a hexagon, then all figures are in the quantitative. But if, because we say that the triangle is a quale and the quadrilateral also, we are going to put them in the qualified, there is no objection to putting the same thing in several categories: in so far as it is a magnitude, and a magnitude of a certain size, it is in the quantitative, but in so far as it presents a shape of a certain quality, it is in the qualitative. Now the triangle is in itself a shape of a certain quality: what then prevents us from calling the sphere a quale? If then one comes to the real point at issue, geometry will not be concerned with magnitudes but with quality. But this does not appear to be so, but this activity is concerned with magnitudes. But the specific differences of magnitudes do not take away their being magnitudes, just as those of substances do not make them nonsubstances. Further, every surface is limited, for it is not possible for any surface to be unlimited. And further, just as when I grasp a quality of a substance, I call it a substantial quality, so, and much more, when I grasp figures, I grasp specific differences of quantity. Then, if we are not going to take these as specific differences of magnitudes, of what are we going to posit that they are differences? But if they are specific differences of magnitudes, the different magnitudes arising from the differences must be arranged in species of magnitudes.
15.	But how do the "equal and unequal properly belong to the quantitative”? For triangles are spoken of as like. Now, magnitudes are also spoken of as "like” and the likeness which is spoken of does not abolish the fact that the like and the unlike are in the qualitative; for perhaps here in magnitudes
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5 ἐνταῦθα ἐν τοῖς μεγέθεσι τὸ ὅμοιον ἄλλως καὶ οὐχ ὡς εν τῷ ποιῷ. ἔπειτα οὐκ, εἰ ἴδιον εἶπε τὸ ἴσον και ἄνισον, ἀνειλε καὶ τὸ ὅμοιον κατηγορ€ΐν τινων ἀλλ εἰ εἶπε τὸ ὅμοιον καὶ ἀνόμοιον τοῦ ποιον, άλλως λζκτόον, ως ἔφαμεν, τὸ ἐπὶ τοῦ ποσού, εἰ δὲ ταὐτὸν τὸ ὅμοιον καὶ ἐπὶ τούτων, ἐπισκέψασθαι δεῖ 10 ιδιότητας άλλας όκατόρου του γόνους, τον τε ποσού και τού ποιού. η λ€κτέον, το ὅμοιον καὶ ἐπὶ τοῦ ποσού Λέγεσθαι, καθόσον αι διαφοραι ἐν αὐτῷ, καθόλου δέ, ὅτι συντάττειν δεὶ τὰς συμπληρουσας διαφοράς τω1 οὖ διαφοραι, και μάλιστα, όταν μόνου ἐκείνου ἦ διαφορά ἡ 15 διαφορά, εἰ δ* ἐν άλλω μὲν συμπληροΐ την ουσίαν, ἐν ἄλλῳ δὲ μή, οὖ μὲν συμπληροΐ, συντακτέον, οὖ δὲ μὴ συμπληροΐ, μόνον ἐφ’ ἐαυτοῦ ληπτέον συμπληρούν δὲ Λέγω την ουσίαν ον την απλώς, αλλά την τοιάνδε, τοῦ “τοιάνδζ” προσθήκην ούκ ουσιώδη δεχόμενου, κἀκεῖνο 20 δὲ ἔπι σημαντέον, οτ ι ίσα μὲν λἐγομεν καὶ τρίγωνα και τετράγωνά καὶ ἐπὶ παντων σχημάτων, επίπεδων τε καὶ στερεών ὧστε ἴσον τε καὶ ἄνισον κ€ΐσθω ἐπὶ ποσού ίδιον, ομοιον δὲ καὶ ἀνόμοιον, εἰ ἐπὶ ποιού, ἐπισκεπτέον.
1 Fpc, Kirchhoff: του Enn.
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"like” is used differently, and not as in the qualitative. Then, if he1 said that "equal and unequal properly belong to the quantitative”, he did not abolish the possibility of predicating likeness of some magnitudes; but if he said that "the like and unlike belong to the qualitative”, then, as we asserted, likeness in the quantitative must be understood in a different way. But if "the like” is understood in the same way also in magnitudes, we must investigate other characteristics proper to each genus, the quantitative and the qualitative. Now we must say that the term "like” can be used also of the quantitative, in so far as the specific differences are present in it, and in general that one ought to class the differences which help to complete the essence under that of which they are the differences, and especially when the specific difference as specific difference belongs to that alone. But if in one it contributes to the completion of the essence, but in the other not, it must be classed where it contributes, but where it does not contribute, simply taken by itself: I mean that it contributes to the completion not simply of the essence, but of the essence of such a kind, since "of such a kind” allows a non-substantial addition. And we must note this as well, that we call both triangles and quadrilaterals "equal” and apply the term to all figures, plane and solid. So let it be established that "equal” and "unequal” properly belong to the quantitative. But we must investigate whether "like” and 'tonlike” belong to the qualitative.
1 Aristotle. The statements about equality and inequality and likeness and unlikeness discussed here are Categories 6. 6a26 and 8/llal8-19.
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Περὶ δὲ τοῦ ποιον ἐλἐχθη, ὡς σὺν ἄλλοις μὲν ὕλη και 25 ποσω συμμιχθὲν συμπλήρωσιν εργάζεται αισθητής ουσίας, και ὅτι κινδυνεύει ἡ λεγομένη αὕτη ουσία εἶναι τοῦτο τὸ ἐκ πολλών, οὐ τί ἀλλὰ ποιόν μάλλον καὶ ὁ μέν λόγος εἶναι οἷον πυρὸς τὸ “τὶ” σημαίνων μάλλον, ήν δὲ μορφήν ἐργάζεται, ποιόν μάλλον* καὶ ὁ λόγος ὁ τοῦ 30 ανθρώπου το “τι” εἶναι, τὸ δ’ ἀποτελεσθὲν ἐν σώματος φύσει εἵδωλον ἂν τοῦ λόγον ποιόν τι μάλλον εἶναι, οἷον εἰ ανθρώπου οντος του Σωκράτους τον 6 ρω μόνον ἡ εἰκὼν αυτόν ἡ ἐν γραφή χρώματα και φάρμακα ὄντα Σωκράτης λόγοι το* ούτως οὖν καὶ λόγου οντος, καθ’ ὃν 35 Σωκράτης, τον αισθητόν Σωκράτη (ὀρθῶς λεκτέον οὐ Σωκράτη λ,1 άλλα1 2 χρώματα και σχήματα όκ€ΐνων των ἐν τῷ λόγω μιμήματα εἶναι* καὶ τον λόγον δὲ τοῦτον πρὸς τὸν άληθόστατον ἡδη λόγον τον ανθρώπου τὸ αὐτὸ πεπονθότα εἶναι, ταΰτα μὲν οὖν ούτως.
16. Έκαστον δὲ λαμβανόμενον χωρίς των άλλων των περὶ την λεγομένην ουσίαν ποιότητα την ἐν τοντοις εἶναι, οὐ τὸ “τὶ” οὐδὲ τὸ “ποσὸν” οὐδὲ “κίνησιν” σημαίνοντα, χαρακτήρα δὲ καὶ τὸ “τοιόνδε” [καὶ τὸ 5 οἷον]3 καὶ τὸ ‘ οποίον”4 δηλούντα, <(οἷον)3 καλόν αισχρόν τὸ ἐπὶ σώματι* ομώνυμον γὰρ τὸ καλόν το τῇδε κάκ€Ϊ, ώστε καὶ τὸ ποιόν* ἐπεὶ και το μέλαν καὶ τὸ λευκὸν ἀλλα. ἀλλὰ τὸ ἐν τῷ σπόρματι και τω τοιούτω λόγῳ πότερα τὸ αὐτὸ ἡ ομώνυμον τω φαινομόνω; και τοΐς όκ€ΐ
1 Igal, H—S2: (λέγομεν') Muller: ζλἐγομεν Σωκράτη) H—S1.
2Enn.: lac. f ἄλλἀ Kirchhoff: άλλα Harder, Cilento, Theiler.
3	Muller.
4	Enn.: ποιόν Volkmann.
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It was said about the qualitative that, mixed together with others, matter and the quantitative, it effects the completion of sensible substance, and that this so-called substance is this compound of many, and is not a "something” but a "something like”; and the rational form, of fire for instance, indicates rather the "something”, but the shape it produces is rather a quale. And the rational form of man is the being a "something”, but its product in the nature of body, being an image of the form, is rather a sort of "something like”. It is as if, the visible Socrates being a man, his painted picture, being colours and painter’s stuff, was called Socrates; in the same way, therefore, since there is a rational form according to which Socrates is, the perceptible Socrates should not rightly be said to be Socrates, but colours and shapes which are representations of those in the form; and this rational form in relation to the truest form of man is affected in the same way. And so much for that.
16.	But when each of the categories which have to do with so-called substance is taken separately, quality [must be said] to be in sense-objects, not the terms signifying "something” or "how much” or "movement” but those indicating the distinctive characteristic and the "of such a kind” and "of what kind”, for instance beautiful and ugly applied to the body; for there is only a verbal identity between the beautiful here and there in the intelligible, as there is also between the qualitative here and there; since black and white also are different here and there. But is the qualitative in the seed, that is in the rational principle of a particular kind, the same or only verbally identical with that which appears?
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προσνεμητέον ἡ τοῖς τῇδε; και το αισχρόν το περί την φυχήν; τό μὲν γὰρ καλόν οτ ι άλλο, ἡδη δῆλον, ἀλλ εἰ ἐν τοὑτῳ τῷ ποιῷ και ἡ ἀρετή, ει εν τοῖς τῇδε ποιοῖς. η τὰς μὲν ἐν τοΐς τῇδε ποιοῖς, τας δε εν τοῖς εκεί, επει και τὰς τἐχνας λόγους οὔσας ἀπορήσειεν αν τις ει εν τοῖς τῇδε* καὶ γὰρ εἰ ἐν ὕλη λόγοι, αλλὰ υλη αυτοῖς η ψυχή, αλλ ὅταν καὶ μετὰ νλης, πώς ενταῦθα; οἷον κιθαρῳδια* και γὰρ περὶ χορδὰς καὶ μέρος πως τῆς τέχνης ἡ ῴδη, φωνή αισθητή, εἰ μὴ ἄρα ἐνεργἐίας ταύτας τις, αλλ ου μέρη, 0€ΐτο. ἀλλ’ οὖν ἐνέργειαι αἰσθηται* επει και το καλόν το ἐν σώματι ἀσώματον* ἀλλ* ἀπέδομεν αυτό αισθητόν ον τοῖς περὶ σώμα και σώματος· γεωμετρίαν δε και αριθμητικήν διττήν θεμένους τὰς μεν ωδι εν τῷδε τῷ ποιῷ τακτέον, τὰς δὲ αὐτῆς τῆς ψυχῆς πραγματείας πρὸς τὸ νοητόν ἐκεῖ τακτύον. και δη και μουσικήν φησιν 6 Πλάτων καὶ αστρονομίαν ὡσαύτως, τας τοίνυν τεχνας περὶ σώματα ἐχούσας καὶ οργανοις αισθητοΐς και αἴσθήσει χρωμένας, εἰ καὶ ψυχῆς εισι διαθέσεις, επειδή
κάτω νευοὑσης εἴσιν, ἐν τῷδε τῷ ποιώ τακτεον. και δη 220
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And is it to be assigned to the intelligibles there or the sense-objects here? And what about ugliness in the soul? For that beauty in the soul is something different [from bodily beauty] is already clear. But if [ugliness or vice in the soul] is in this qualitative here, the question arises if virtue is among the qualitatives here. Perhaps some virtues are among the qualitatives here, and some among those there. Since one might be in some difficulty whether the arts, which are rational forms, belong among those herefor even if they are rational forms in matter, their matter is the soul. But when they are also with [bodily] matter, how are they here? Take lyreplaying for instance; for it has to do with the strings, and the tune, sensible sound, is in some way part of the art, unless perhaps one were to suppose that these are activities, not parts. But even so they are sense-perceived activities; since the beauty also which is in body is bodiless; but since it is perceived by the senses we allotted it to what has to do with body and belongs to body. But we suppose that geometry and arithmetic are double, and should rank one kind of them here in this qualitative, but the works of the soul itself directed to the intelligible should be ranked there. And indeed Plato says the same about music and astronomy. So then the arts which are concerned with body and use perceptible tools and sense-perception, even if they are dispositions of the soul, since they are dispositions of the soul inclining downwards are to be ranked in this qualitative here. And indeed there is nothing to 1
1 On the status of the arts in the intelligible and sensible worlds see also, V. 9.11-12.
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καὶ τὰς πρακτικὸς ape τὰς οὐδὲν κωλύει ἐνταῦθα τὰς οὕτω πραττοὑσας ὡς πολιτικώς το πράττειν ἔχειν, 30 ὅσαι μὴ χωρίζουσι τὴν ψυχὴν πρὸς τὰ ἐκεῖ ἄγουσαι, ἀλλ’ ἐνταῦθα τὸ καλώς ἐνεργοῦσι προηγοὑμενον τούτο, ἀλλ’ οὐχ ὡς ἀναγκαίον τιθέμεναι. καὶ τὸ ἐν τῷ σπέρματι τοίνυν καλόν καί πολύ μάλλον τὸ μέλαν καὶ τὸ λευκὸν ἐν τούτοις. τί οὖν; καί τὴν ψυχὴν την τοιαὑτην, ἐν ἦ οὖτοι οἱ λόγοι, εν ουσία τη τῇδε τάξομεν; ἡ οὐδὲ 3δ ταῦτα σώματα εϊπομεν, ἀλλ’ ἐπεὶ περί σώμα και σωμάτων ποιήσεις οι λόγοι, εν ποιότητι εθεμεθα τη τῇδε* ουσίαν δὲ αίσθητην τὸ ἐκ παντων τῶν είρημενών θέμενοι οὐδαμῶς άσώματον ουσίαν εν αὐτῇ τάξομεν, ποιότητας δὲ άσωμάτους άπάσας λέγοντες ἐν αυτῇ 40 πάθη ὄντα νενευκότα τῇδε ενηριθμήσαμεν και λόγους φυχής τινος* τὸ γὰρ πάθος μεμερισμόνον εις δύο, εις τε τὸ περί δ ἐστι καὶ ἐν φ ἐστι, τη ψυχή, εδίδομεν ποιότητι ου σωματική οΰση, περί σώμα δε οϋση* οὐκέτι δὲ τὴν ψυχήν τῇδε τῇ ουσία, ὅτι τὸ πρὸς σώμα αυτής πάθος ηδη δεδωκότες η μεν ποιώ' ἄνευ δὲ τοῦ πάθους και του 45 λόγου νοουμενην τω ὅθεν ἐστὶν άποδεδώκαμεν ουδεμιαν ουσίαν ὁπωσοῦν νοητην ενταύθα καταλιπόντες.
17. Εἰ μὲν οὖν οὕτω δοκεῖ, διαιρετεον τας μεν ψυχικάς, τὰς δὲ σωματικάς, ως σώματος ουσας ποιότητας, ει δε τας ψυχάς άπάσας εκεί τις βούλεται, 1
1 The terminology here is Stoic: cp. S VF III 280.
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prevent us from ranking the practical virtues here below, those which act in such a way that their action is of a civic [or social] kind, all those which do not separate the soul and lead it to the things there above, but work the good life here below, regarding this as preferable but not as necessary.1 Then the beautiful in the seed and still more the black and the white belong among these here below. Well then, shall we rank the soul of this particular kind, in which these rational forms are, with the substance here below? Now we did not say that these were bodies, but since the rational forms were concerned with bodies and bodies’ doings, we put them in the quality here below; but when we take sensible substance to be that which is composed of all that we have mentioned, we shall certainly not rank an incorporeal substance in it. But, though we said that all the qualities were incorporeal, we counted them in the sensible since they are affections inclining to this world and forms belonging to a particular soul; for since the affection is divided into two, into that with which it is concerned and that in which it is, we allotted it to the quality which is not corporeal but in the sphere of body; but we do not go on to allot the soul to the substance here below because we had already allotted its body-directed affection to the qualitative; but when it was thought of without the affection and the rational form [we have been discussing] we have assigned it to the region from which it came and have left no substance in any way intelligible here below.
17.	If we think this is so, we should divide qualities into soul-qualities and (as belonging to body) body-qualities. But if one wishes all souls to be in the
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ταῖς αἴσθήσεσι τὰς τῇδε ποιότητας ἔστι διαιρεῖν, τὰς μὲν 5 δι’ ὀμμάτων, τὰς δε δι ωτων, τας δε δι αφής, γευσεως, ὁσφρήσεως· καὶ τούτων ει τινες διαφοραί, ὅψεσι μεν χρώματα, άκοαΐς δὲ φωνὸς, καὶ ταῖς ἄλλαις αἴσθήσεσι· φωνὸς δέ, ῄ ποιαί, ἡδὑ, τραχύ, λεῖον, ἐπεὶ δὲ τὰς διαφοράς τας περὶ την ουσίαν ποιότησι διαιροὑμεθα και 10 τὰς ἐνεργείας καὶ τὰς πράξεις καλὸς ἡ αίσχράς και ὅλως τοιάσδε—τὸ γὰρ ποσόν η ὀλιγάκις εἰς τας διαφοράς τὰς εἴδη ποιοὑσας ἦ ούδαμοΰ—και τὸ ποσόν δὲ ποιότησι ταῖς αὐτῶν οίκείαις, πώς ἄν τις καὶ τὸ ποιὸν διελοι κατ εἴδη, ἀπορήσειεν ἄν τις, ποίαις χρώμενος διαφοραΐς και ἐκ ποιου γόνους, άτοπον γὰρ 15 ὲαυτῷ καὶ ὅμοιον, ὥσπερ ἂν εἴ τις διαφοράς ουσίας ουσίας πάλιν αὖ λόγοι, τινι οὖν τὸ λευκὸν καὶ τὸ μέλαν; τινι δὲ τὰ χρώματα ὅλως; ἀπὸ χυμών και των απτικών ποιοτήτων; εἰ δὲ τοῖς διαφόροις αισθητηριοις ταῦτα, οὐκ ἐν τοίς ύποκ€ΐμόνοις ή διαφορά, ἀλλὰ τὰ κατὰ την 20 αυτήν αϊσθησιν πώς; εἰ δ’ ὅτι τὸ μὲν συγκριτικόν, το δε διακριτικόν όμμάτων, τὸ δὲ διακριτικόν γλώττης και συγκριτικόν, πρώτον μὲν αμφισβητείται καὶ περί αυτών τῶν παθών, εἰ διακρίοεις τινες καὶ συγκρίσεις ταῦτα· ἔπειτα οὐκ αὐτὰ οἶς διαφέρει εϊρηκεν. ει δε τις 25 λόγοι οΐς δύνανται—καὶ οὐκ άλογον δε οΐς δύνανται— 1
1 This way of explaining the differences of sense-perceived qualities seems to go back to the Atomists: cp. Democritus A 120 DK. It was adopted by Plato (Timaeus 67E5-6) and Aristotle (Metaphysics I 7. 1057b8-9, Topica H 3.153a38-blj, who is criticised here.
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intelligible one can divide the qualities here below by the senses, some [perceived] through the eyes, some through the ears, some through touch, taste, smell; and if there are any differentiations of these, [they are to be distinguished,] colours by sight, sounds by hearing and [others] by the other senses: sounds, in so far as they are qualified, are sweet, harsh, soft. But, since we distinguish the differentiations of substances by qualities, and activities and actions as fine or ugly and in general of some kind— for the quantitative comes into the differentiations which make species seldom or nowhere—and the quantitative by the qualities peculiar to quanta, one might be in some difficulty about how one should divide the qualitative by species, what kind of differentiations one should use and from what kind of genus one should take them. For it is absurd to divide it by its identical self, as if one said that differentiations of substances were again substances. By what then does one differentiate white and black? And by what colours in general? From tastes and tangible qualities? But if these differentiations are by different sense-organs, the distinction is not in its subjects. But how does one distinguish qualia perceived by the same sense? If it is because one concentrates and one diffuses the eyes, and one diffuses and one concentrates the tongue, first there is a dispute about the experiences themselves, whether these are diffusions and concentrations; and then Aristotle has not stated by what the experiences themselves are differentiated.1 But if one says "by their powers”2—and "by their powers” is
2 Aristotle Categories 8. 9al4-16.
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εκείνο ἴσως λεκτέον, ὡς οἶς δὑνανται διαιρετέον τἀ μὴ ὁρώμενα, οἷον τὰς ἐπιστήμας* αισθητά δὲ ταῦτα ὄντα διά τί ἐ£ ὧν ποιεί; καί ἐν ταῖς ἐπιστήμαις δὲ διαιροῦντες οἶς δὑνανται, καὶ ὅλως ταῖς τῆς ψυχῆς δυνάμεσι 30 διαστησἀμενοι ὡς ἕτεραι ἐ£ ὧν ποιοῦσιν, ἐχομεν λόγῳ δι αφοράς αυτών λαμβάνειν, οὐ μόνον περὶ ἅ, ἀλλὰ καὶ λόγους αὐτών ὁρῶν τες. ἡ τὰς μὲν τἐχνας ἕ£ομεν τοῖς λόγοις αὐτῶν καὶ τοις θεωρήμασι. τὰς δὲ ἐπὶ σώμασι ποιότητας πώς; ἡ κἀκει ἐπὶ τῶν λόγων τῶν δια φόρων πώς ἕτεροι, ζητήσειεν ἂν τις. καί γὰρ φαίνεται τὸ 35 λευκὸν τοῦ μελανός διαφέρειν ἀλλὰ τινι, ζητοῦμεν.
18.	Ἀλλὰ γὰρ ταῦτα ἅπαντα τὰ ἀπορηθέντα δεικνύει ὡς τῶν άλλων δεῖ διαφοράς ζητεῖν, αις χωριοὑμεν ἀπ’ ἀλλήλων ἕκαστα, τῶν δὲ διαφορών διαφοράς και αδύνατον και άλογον οὔτε γὰρ ουσίας 5 ουσιών οΰτ€ ποσού ποσότητας οΰτ€ ποιότητας ποιοτήτων οΰτ€ διαφοράς διαφορών οἷόν τε. ἀλλ ανάγκη, οὖ £γχωρ€Ϊ, τοῖς ἔξωθεν ῆ τοῖς ποιητικοΐς η τοΐς τοιούτοις' οὖ δὲ μηδὲ ταῦτα, οἷον πράσιον ωχρού, ἐπειδὴ1 λευκοῦ καὶ μέλανος λέγουσι, τί ἂν τις ειποι;
1 Vitringa: ἐπεί δἐ Enn.
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not unreasonable—one should perhaps reply that invisible things are to be distinguished by their powers, branches of knowledge for instance; but why should these, which are perceptible, be distinguished by what they do? And when in the case of branches of knowledge we are distinguishing them by their powers, and in general with the powers of soul separating them as different by what they do, we are able to grasp their differentiations rationally, since we see not only what they are concerned with, but their rational forms. We shall be able to divide the arts by their rational forms and their theories, but how shall we divide the qualities in bodies? Now even in that case one might enquire how the differing rational forms are different. And white certainly does appear to differ from black: but by what, we are still enquiring.
18.	But all these points of difficulty show that one should look for differentiations of other things, by which we separate them from each other, but to look for differentiations of differentiations is impossible and irrational: for it is not possible to look for substances of substances or quantities of quantity or qualities of qualities or differentiations of differentiations. But it is necessary, where the circumstances admit, [to distinguish them] by their powers to make or something of the sort; but where even these are not present, as [when distinguishing] leek-green from greenish-yellow (since they say1 that these belong to white and black), what is one going to say? But the truth is that it is either sense-
1 The Peripatetics: cp. Aristotle De Sensu 4. 442a24-25; Categories 10.12al8.
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ἀλλὰ γάρ, ὅτι ἕτερα, ἡ αἴσθησις ἡ ὁ νοῦς ἐρεῖ, καὶ οὐ δώσουσι λόγον, ἡ μὲν αἴσθησις, ὅτι μηδ’ αὐτῆς ὁ λόγος, ἀλλὰ μόνον μηνύσεις διαφόρους ποιήσασθαι, ὁ δὲ νοῦς ἐν ταῖς αυτού ἐπιβολαῖς ἀπλαῖς καὶ οὐ λόγοις χρήται πανταχού, ὡς λέγειν έκαστον τόδε τόδε, τόδε τόδε* καὶ ἔστιν ὲτερότης ἐν ταῖς κινήσεσιν αυτού διαιρούσα θάτ€ρον από Θατόρου οὐχ ὲτερότητος αὐτὴ δεόμενη, αἱ τοίνυν ποιότητες πότερα διάφοροι πάσαι γένοιντο ἂν ἦ οὔ; Λευκότης μὲν γὰρ καὶ ὅλως αἱ χρόαι και <(αίγ1 περὶ ἀφὴν καὶ χυμούς γένοιντο ἂν διαφοραι έτόρων και εἴδη ὄντα, γραμματική δὲ καὶ μουσική πώς; ή τῷ την μὲν γραμματικήν φυχήν, την δὲ μουσικήν, καὶ μάλιστα, εἰ φὑσει εἶεν, ὥστε καὶ ειδοποιούς διαφοράς γίνεσθαι, καὶ εἰ ειη τις οὖν διαφορά, ἐκ τούτου τοῦ γόνους ή καί ἐξ ἄλλου· καὶ εἰ ἐκ ταύτού γόνους, των ἐκ τοῦ αυτού γόνους, οἷον ποιοτήτων ποιότητας. ἀρετὴ γὰρ καί κακία ή μὲν γὰρ ἕ£ις τοιάδε, ἡ δὲ τοιἀδε· ὥστε ποιοτήτων ούσών των ἕξεων αἱ διάφοροί ποιότητες* εἰ μή τις φαίη την μὲν ἔξιν ἄνευ τῆς διαφοράς μη ποιότητα εἶναι, την δὲ διαφοράν την ποιότητα ποιεῖν, ἀλλ’ εἰ τὸ γλυκύ ώφόλιμον, βλαβερὸς δὲ τὸ πικρόν, σχέσει, οὐ ποιότητι, διαιρεί, τί δ’ εἰ τὸ γλυκύ παχύ, το δὲ αυστηρόν λεπτὸν; οὐ τί ἦν γλυκύ ίσως λέγει παχύ, ἀλλ’
1 Muller, Cilento, Theiler.
1 This sentence is one of the clearest statements in Plotinus of the close resemblance between αίσθήσις and νοῆσιι?: cp. VI. .7.7.29-31; he seems here to be developing the
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perception or intellect which says that they are different, and they will not give a reason, sense-perception because the reason does not belong to it, but only giving different indications, but the intellect everywhere uses its own simple acts of attention, not reasons, so that it says of each thing '"this is this and that is that”; and there is an otherness in its movements which distinguishes one thing from another and does not itself need an otherness.1 Then will all qualities be differentiations or not? Whiteness, indeed, and colours in general and touch- and taste-qualities would be differentiations of other things even if they are species, but how could literature and music be? By the fact that one soul is literary and another musical, especially when they are so by nature, so that these become speciesforming differentiations. And if quality, then, was a differentiation, it would be either from this genus or also from another; and if from the same genus, it would be a differentiation of what is from the same genus, qualities of qualities for instance. For virtue and vice are states, one of this kind and one of that; so that since states are qualities the differentiations are qualities; unless one were to say that the state without the differentiation was not a quality, but the differentiation made the quality. But if [one says] that the sweet is beneficial but the bitter harmful, one is distinguishing them by relation, not quality. But suppose [one says] that the sweet is dense and the sour rare? One does not perhaps mean that what the sweet is is dense, but that in which the sweetness
thought of Aristotle: cp. Nicomachean Ethics VI 11. 1143a35-b5.
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φ ἡ γλυκύτης· καὶ ἐπὶ τον αυστηρού 6 αντος λόγος. ὧστε εἰ πανταχοῦ μη ποιότητος ποιότης διαφορά σκεπτέον, ὧσπερ οὐδὲ ουσίας ουσία, οὐδὲ ποσού ποσότης. η τα πέντε τῶν τριών διαφέρει δνσίν. η ὑπερἐχει δυσι. “διαφέρει” δ’ οὐ λέγεται* πῶς γὰρ ἂν 35 καὶ διαφέροι δυσὶν ἐν τοῖς τρισίν; ἀλλ’ οὐδὲ κίνησις κινήσεως κινήσει διαφέροι αν, οὐδ’ ἐπὶ τῶν άλλων αν τις εὕροι. ἐπὶ δὲ τῆς ἀρετῆς καὶ κακίας το ολον προς το ολον ληπτέον, καὶ ούτως αὐτοῖς διοίοει. τὸ δὲ ἐκ τ αυτού γένους, τοῦ ποιού, και μη ἐξ άλλου, εἴ τις διαιροῖ τῷ τὴν 40 μὲν περί ήδονάς, την δὲ περὶ ὸργάς, καὶ τὴν μὲν περὶ καρπού κομιδήν, καὶ οὕτω παραδέζαιτο καλώς ώρίσθαι, δῆλον ὅτι ἔστι διαφοράς εἶναι καὶ μὴ ποιότητας.
19.	Τῇ δὲ ποιότητι συντακτέον, ὥσπερ ἐδόκει, καί τοὺς κατ’ αὐτὸς ποιους, καθόσον ποιότης περί αυτούς, ον προσποιούμενους αυτούς, ινα μη κατηγορίαι δύο, ἀλλ’ εἰς τούτο ανιόντας ἀπ’ αυτών, ἀφ’ οὖ λέγονται, το 5 δὲ οὑ λευκόν, ει μεν σημαίνει άλλο χρώμα, ποιότης· ει δε ἀπόφασις μόνον εΐη, [πραγμάτων η έζαρίθμησις]1 οὐδὲν ἂν ειη, εἰ μὴ φωνή η άνομα ἡ λόγος γινομένου κατ’1 2 αυτού πράγματος' καί εἰ μεν φωνή, κίνησις τις, ει δ’ ονομα ή λόγος, προς τι, καθὸ σημαντικά, ει δε μη 10 μόνον πραγμάτων ή εζαρίθμησις κατά γένος, αλλά δει καί τὰ λεγάμενα καί τὰ σημαίνοντα, τίνος έκαστον
1	del. Theiler.
2	coniecimns: καί Enn.
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is; and the same applies to the sour. So one must investigate whether everywhere quality is a differentiation of what is not quality, as substance is not a differentiation of substance or quantity of quantity. Now five differs from three by two. No, it exceeds by two and "difference” is not the word used: for how could it differ by "two” which is in the 'Three”? But neither would movement differ by movement from movement, nor would one find this in the other genera. But with vice and virtue one must compare the whole with the whole, and so one will distinguish the wholes by themselves. But as for the differentiations being derived from the same genus, the qualitative, and not from another, if one distinguished by one [virtue or vice] being concerned with pleasures, and one with tempers, and one with the acquisition of produce, and accepted that this was a good distinction, it is clear that it is possible for non-qualities also to be differentiations.
19.	We should rank with quality, as it appeared, the differentiated qualia, in so far as there is quality in them, not bringing them themselves into consideration, to avoid having two categories, but going up from them, to that after which they are called qualia. But the "not-white”, if it indicates another colour, is a quality; but if it was only a negation it would be nothing but a sound or a name or a definition of the thing to which it is applicable; and if it is a sound, it is a movement, but if it is a name or definition, it is relative in that these are significant. But if there is not only a counting-out of things according to their genus, but one must also count out the words and the significations, saying what genus each of them signifies, we shall say that
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γένους σημαντικόν, ερούμεν τὰ μὲν τίθεσθαι αὐτα μόνον δηλούντα, τα δὲ ἀναιρεῖν αυτά, καίτοι βέλτιον ίσως τας αποφάσεις αυτών μη συναριθμεῖν τας γε καταφάσεις 15 διὰ τὸ σύνθετον μη συναριθμούντας. τας δὲ στερήσεις πως; [τὰς δὲ στερήσεις]1 εἰ ὧν αἱ στερήσεις ποιότητες, και αύται ποιότητες, οἷον νωδός η τυφλός, ο δε γυμνός και ήμφιεσμένος ουδέτερος ποιος, ἀλλὰ μάλλον πως ἔχων* εν σχέσει οὖν τη προς άλλο, πάθος δε το μεν εν τω πάσχειν ἔτι οὐ ποιότης, ἀλλά τις κίνησις· τὸ δὲ εν τῷ 20 πεπονθέναι και ἔχειν μένον ήδη το πάθος ποιότης· εἰ δὲ μὴ έχοι ἔτι τὸ πάθος, λέγοιτο δε πεπονθέναι, κεκινήσθαι* τούτο δε ταύτόν τω “ἦν ἐν κινήσει . δεῖ δε μόνον κίνησιν νοεῖν άφαιρούντα τον χρόνον οὐδὲ γὰρ οὑδὲ τὸ “νυν” προσλαμβάνειν προσήκει. τὸ δὲ “καλῶς 25 καὶ τὰ τοιαύτα εις μίαν νόησιν την του γένους ἀνακτέον. εἰ δὲ τὸ μὲν έρυθριάν εις το ποιόν ἀνακτέον, τὸν δὲ ερυθρόν μηκέτι, ἐπισκεπτέον, τὸ μεν γὰρ ερυθαίνεσθαι όρθώς οὑκ ἀνακτέον πάσχει γὰρ ἡ ὅλως κινείται· ει δε μηκέτι έρυθαίνεται, ἀλλ’ ἡδη ἔστι, διὰ τί οὑ ποιος; ου 30 γὰρ χρόνω 6 ποιος—ἡ τινι όριστέον;—ἀλλὰ τῷ τοιωδε, και ερυθρόν λέγοντες ποιόν λέγομεν ή ούτως τὰς ὲξεις
1 del. Creuzfer.
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positive terms posit things by simply indicating them, but negative terms take them away. Yet perhaps it is better not to count in the negations, at any rate if we do not count in the positive terms because they are composite. But what about privations? If what they are privations of are qualities, they themselves are qualities, "toothless” or "blind” for instance. But the "naked” and the ''clothed” are neither of them qualified, but rather in a particular state: in a relation, therefore, to something else. An affection, as long as being affected continues, is not a quality but a kind of movement; but when affection means having been affected and having the affection still remaining, it is a quality, but if something does not still have the affection but is said to have been affected, this means to have been moved; and this is the same as "was in movement”. But one must only think of the movement, taking away the time: for it is not even proper to bring in the "now”. The "well done” and such-like are to be referred to the single notion of the genus. But we must enquire whether being of a red complexion is to be referred to the qualitative, but not as well the [temporarily] redfaced man. Now turning red in the face is correctly not so referred; for there is affection or in general movement; but if someone is not any more turning red, but is red in the face already, why is he not qualified? For being qualified does not depend on time—or by what interval of time would it be defined?—but by being of such a kind, and when we say "red-faced” we say "qualified”; or otherwise we shall only <thll [settled] states, and not any more
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μόνας ποιότητας έρούμεν, τὰς δὲ διαθέσεις οὐκέτι, και θερμὸς τοίνυν οὐχ ὁ θερμαινόμενος, καὶ νο σῶν οὐχ ὁ αγόμενος εἰς νόσον.
20.	Ὀρᾶν δὲ δει, εἰ μὴ πάσῃ ποιότητί ἐστί τις άλλη ἐναντία· ἐπεὶ καί τὸ μέσον τοΐς άκροις δοκεΐ ἐπ’ ἀρετῆς καί κακίας ἐναντίον εἶναι, ἀλλ’ ἐπὶ τῶν χρωμάτων τα μεταξύ οὐχ όντως, εἰ μὲν οὖν, ὅτι μίξεις τῶν άκρων τα δ μεταξύ, ἔδει μὴ ἀντιδιαιρεἶν, ἀλλὰ λευκῷ καὶ μελάνι, τὰ δ* ἀλλα συνθέσεις, η τω μίαν τινα άλλην ἐπὶ τῶν μεταξύ, κἂν ἐκ συνθέσεως ἦ, Θεωρεΐσθαι άντιτίθεμεν. η οτι δὲ τὰ εναντία ου μόνον διαφέρει, ἀλλὰ καὶ πλεῖστον. ἀλλὰ κινδυνεύει τὸ πλεΐστον δια φέρειν λαμβάνεσθαι εν 10 τῷ θέσθαι ήδη ταντα τα μεταξύ· ὲπεί, εἴ τις ταύτην την διάταξιν άφέλοι, τινι το πλεΐστον όριεϊ; η οτι τὸ φαιόν έγγντέρω του λευκού μάλλον η τὸ μέλαν καὶ τούτο παρά τής οφεως μηνύεται, και ἐπὶ τῶν χυμών ωσαύτως (και των απτών πικρόν γλυκὺ),1 Θερμόν φυχρόν, τὸ μηδέτερον μεταξύ· ἀλλ’ ὅτι μεν όντως νπολαμβάνειν 15 είθίσμεθα, δῆλον, τάχα δ’ ἄν τις ἡμῖν οὑ συγχωροΐ ταῦτα* τὸ δὲ λευκὸν καὶ τὸ ξανθόν και ότιούν προς ότιούν ομοίως πάντη έτερα ἀλλήλων εἶναι καὶ έτερα
1 Η-S2.	·;
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[temporary] dispositions, qualities. And then a warm man would not be a man who is getting warm, and a sick man not a man on the way to sickness.
20.	But one must see if there is not to every quality another contrary one; since in the case of virtue and vice even the mean appears to be contrary to the extremes. But in the case of colours Pie1 says that] the intermediates are not so. Perhaps therefore, because the intermediate colours are mixtures of the extremes, we ought not to make a division of them by opposition, but [only] by white and black, [regarding] the others as compositions [of white and black]. Or else we divide them by opposition because one particular colour among the intermediates is different [from the others] even if they can be seen as resulting from composition. Or because the contraries do not only differ, but differ as much as possible. But it is likely that "differing as much as possible” is only apprehended in already positing these intermediates: since if one takes away this arrangement of intermediates, by what will one define "as much as possible”? Or because grey is nearer to white than black is; and we are informed of this by sight, and it is the same with tastes and touch-sensations, bitter, sweet, hot, cold, and what is neither in between; but that this is how we are accustomed to apprehend things is clear, but perhaps someone would not concede us this, that white and yellow and any colour in relation to any other are altogether different from each other, and since
1 Aristotle. Plotinus is contrasting Nicomachean Ethics II5.1106b24-28 (on virtue and vice as mean and extremes) with e.g. Categories 8.10bl2-18 (on colours).
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ὄντα ποιὰ ἐναντία εἶναι, οὐδὲ γὰρ τῷ εἶναι μεταξὺ αὐτῶν, ἀλλὰ τοὑτῳ ἡ ἐναντιότης, ὐγιείᾳ γοῦν καὶ νόσῳ οὐδὲν παρεμπέπτωκε μεταξὺ, καὶ ἐναντία* ἡ ὅτι τὰ γινόμενα ἐξ Εκατβρον πλεἴστην παραλλαγήν ἔχει. καὶ πῶς πλεἴστην ἔστιν εἰπεῖν μὴ οὐσῶν ἐν τοῖς μέσοις ἐλαττόνων; οὐκ ἔστιν οὖν ἐπὶ ὐγιείας καὶ νόσου πλ€Ϊστον εἰπεῖν. ἄλλω τοίνυν τὸ ἐναντίον, οὐ τῷ πλεῖστον, ὁριστέον, εἰ δὲ τῷ πολλῷ, εἰ μὲν τὸ πολὺ ἀντὶ τοῦ πλέον πρὸς ἔλαττον, πάλιν τὰ ἄμεσα ἐκφεὑξεται* εἰ δ’ απλώς πολύ, Εκαστη φὑσει πολὺ ἀφεστάναι συγχωρηθέντος, μὴ τῷ πλείονι μετρείν τὴν άπόστασιν. ἀλλ’ ἐπισκεπτέον, πώς τὸ Εναντίον, ἆρ’ οὖν τὰ μὲν ἐχοντά τινα ομοιότητα—Λέγω δὲ οὐ κατὰ τὸ γένος οὐδὲ πάντως τω μεμίχθαι άλλαις οἷον μορφαΐς αυτών—ἡ πλείονα ἡ ἐλάττονα οὑκ Εναντία, ἀλλ’ οἶς μηδὲν ταὐτὸν κατὰ τὸ είδος, Εναντία; καί προσθΕτόον δέ* ἐν γένει τῷ ποιώ, ἐντεῦθεν γὰρ καὶ τὰ μὲν ἄμεσα τῶν Εναντίων, οἶς μηδὲν εἰς όμοίωσιν, ούκ οντων άλλων τῶν οἷον ΕπαμφοτΕριζόντων και ομοιότητα προς ἄλληλα ἐχόντων, τῶν δέ τινων μόνων μη Εχόντων. ει τούτο, οἶς μέν ἐστι κοινότης ἐν τοῖς χρώμασιν, ούκ αν Εΐη Εναντία. 242
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they are different qualia are contrary. For their contrariety is not due to the fact that there are intermediates, but to this being different. At any rate, no intermediate intervenes between health and sickness, and they are contraries: perhaps because the results of each have the greatest possible difference. And how is it possible to say "the greatest possible” if there are not lesser differences in the intermediates? One cannot therefore say "the greatest possible” in the case of health and sickness. So contrariety is to be determined by something else, not by the "as much as possible”. But if it is determined by the "much”, if "much” is said instead of "more” compared with "less”, again the contraries without intermediates will get away; but if it means simply ''much”, when it is agreed that there is much distance between each and every thing, one cannot measure the distance by the "more”. But we must investigate how there is contrariety. Is it, then, that things which have some likeness—I do not mean likeness according to genus, nor at all that which results from the mixture of something like other forms of them—either greater or lesser, are not contraries, but those are contraries which have nothing the same in their specific form? And one must add: in the genus of quality. For then also the contraries which have no intermediates [will be contrary], those which have nothing tending to likeness, as there are no others which so to speak face both ways and have a likeness to each other—but of some of them only some intermediates do not have a likeness. If this is so those among colours which have something in common will not be contraries. But there will be nothing to prevent, not
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ἀλλ’ οὐδὲν κωλὐσει μὴ πᾶν μὲν παν τί, ἄλλο δὲ ἄλλῳ όντως εΐναι εναντίον, καὶ ἐπὶ χυμών ωσαύτως, ταῦτα μὲν οὕτω διηπορήσθω. περὶ δὲ του μάλλον ἐν μὲν τοις 40 μετἐχουσιν ὅτι ἐστίν, ἐδόκει, ὑγίεια δὲ αὐτὴ καί δικαιοσύνη ήπορεΐτο. εἰ δὴ πλάτος ἔχει τούτων έκαστη αυτών, καὶ τὰς ἕξεις αὐτὸς δοτέον ἐκεῖ δ’ έκαστον τὸ ολον καί ούκ ἔχει τὸ μάλλον.
21.	Περί δὲ κινήσεως, εἰ δεῖ γένος θέσθαι. ὧδ’ ἄν τις θεωρήσειε* πρώτον μέν, εἰ μη εἰς ἄλλο γένος ἀνάγειν προσῆκεν, έπειτα, εἰ μηδέν ἄνωθεν αὐτῆς ἐν τῷ τί εστι κατηγοροΐτο, εἶτα, εἰ πολλάς διαφοράς λαβοϋσα είδη 5 ποιήσει, εἰς ποῖόν τις γένος αὐτὴν ἀνάξει; οὔτε γὰρ οὐσία οὔτε ποιότης τῶν ἐχόντων αυτήν· οὐ μὴν οὐδ’ εἰς τὸ ποιεῖν—καὶ γὰρ ἐν τῷ πασχειν πολλά ι κινήσεις οὐδ’ αὖ εἰς τὸ πάσχειν, ὅτι πολλαι κινήσεις ποιήσεις’ ποιήσεις δε και πείσεις εις ταύτην. ουδ αὖ εις το προς 10 τι ὀρθῶς, δτι τινος ή κίνησις και ούκ ἐφ’ αὐτῆς* οὕτω γὰρ αν και το ποιον εν τω προς τι· τινος γὰρ η ποιότης καὶ ἔν τινι* και το ποσδν ωσαύτως, ει δ’ ὅτι οντα εκείνα τινα, καν τινος ἦ καθό εστι, το μεν ποιοτης, το δε ποσότης εἴρηται, τὸν αυτόν τρόπον, επειδή, καν τινος η κίνησις ἦ, ἔστι τι πρὸ τού τινος είναι, ο εστιν εφ αυτού
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every colour being contrary to every colour, but one colour to another. And the same will apply to tastes. And let that be the end of this discussion. But as for the "more” it appeared that it is in the participants, but there was a difficulty about health and justice. Certainly if each of these has the breadth for it, the permanent states themselves must be granted to have it. But there in the intelligible each is the whole and does not have a "more”.
21.	About movement, whether one should posit it as a genus, one might look at it in this way: first, whether it would not be appropriate to refer it to another genus, and then whether nothing higher than it could be predicated of it in its essence, and then whether by receiving many differentiations it will make species. To what genus will one refer it? For it is neither substance or quality of the things which have it; one will certainly not refer it to active doing and making—for there are certainly many movements in passivity—nor to passivity because many movements are active doings and makings; but one should rather refer activities and passivities to this [genus of movement]. Nor again could it be correctly referred to relation, because movement is movement of something and not on its own; for in this way the qualitative would be in the category of relation; for quality is quality of something and in something; and the same will apply to the quantitative. But if it is because these are something particular, even if in so far as they exist they are of something else, that one is called quality and the other quantity, in the same way, since, even if movement is movement of something, it is something before it is of something, we should grasp what it is
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ληπτέον ἂν εἴη. ὅλως γὰρ πρός τι δεῖ τίθεσθαι ουχ ο ὲστιν, εἷτ’ άλλον ἐστίν, ἀλλ’ ὃ ἡ σχέσις ἀπογεννὰ οὐδενὸς οντος άλλου παρά την σχέσιν καθὸ λέγεται, οἷον τὸ διπλάσιον καθὸ λέγεται διπλάσιον ἐν τη προς το πηχυαΐον παραβολή την γένεσιν λαβον καί την ύπόστασιν οὐδὲν νοοὑμενον πρὸ τούτου ἐν τῷ πρὸς ἕτερον παραβεβλῆσθαι ἔσχε τούτο λέγεσθαί τε και εἶναι, τί οὖν ἐστι τούτο, ὃ ὲτέρου ὅν ἐστί τι, ἵνα καὶ ὲτέρου ἦ, ὡς τὸ ποιον και το ποσόν και η ουσία; η πρότ€ρον, οτι μηδὲν πρὸ αυτού ως γένος κατηγορεῖται, Ληπτέον. ἀλλ’ εἰ τὴν μετά βολήν τις λέγοι πρὸ κινήσεως εἶναι, πρώτον μὲν ἡ ταύτον λέγει ἡ γένος λίγων ίκ€ΐνο ποίησα €T€pov παρά τὰ πρόσθεν εῷημἐνα* εἶτα δῆλον, οτι ἐν εἵδει την κίνησιν θήσεται καί τι ἕτερον ἀντιθήσει τη κίνησα, την γένεσιν ἴσως, μεταβολήν τινα κακείνην λέγων, κίνησιν δὲ οὔ. διὰ τί οὖν οὐ κίνησις ή γένεσις; εἰ μὲν γὰρ, ὅτι μήπω ἐστὶ το γινόμενόν, κίνησις δὲ οὐ περὶ τὸ μὴ ὅν, οὐδ’ ἂν μεταβολὴ δηλονότι αν αη η γένεσις. α δ’ οτι ή γένεσίς ἐστιν οὐδὲν άλλο η άλλοίωσίς τις
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on its own. In general, one should posit as relative not what first is, and then is of something else, but what the relationship generates without there being anything else beside the relationship in virtue of which it gets its name, for instance the double, in so far as it is called double, has its origin and its existence in the comparison with the single cubits-length, and, without anything before this entering the mind, is called and is double in being compared with .something else. What then [in the case of movement] is this, which, though it is of something, is something in order to be of something, like the qualitative and the quantitative and substance? Now first we must understand that nothing prior to it is predicated of it as its genus. But if someone were to say1 that change is prior to motion, first of all he is either speaking of the same thing, or, if he is calling change a genus, he will be making another genus besides those previously mentioned; then it is clear that he will set movement among the species [of change] and set some other kind [of change] against movement, perhaps coming-to-be, saying that it also is a change, but not a movement. Why then is not coming-to-be a movement? If it is because what is coming into being does not yet exist, but movement has nothing to do with the non-existent, coming-to-be obviously could not be change either. But if it is because coming-to-be is nothing but a change of quality and an increase of quantity, because coming-to-be takes place when certain things are changed and increased, he is thinking
1	Aristotle, Physics E 1. 225a34-b3; the discussion of Aristotle continues through the rest of the chapter.
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γένεσιν εἶναι, τἀ πρὸ τῆς γενέσεως λαμβάνει. δεῖ δὲ τὴν 35 γένεσιν ἐν τούτοις ἕτερον τι είδος λαβεῖν, οὐ γὰρ ἐν τῷ άλλοιούσθαι παθητικῶς τὸ γίνεσθαι καὶ ἡ γένεσις, οἷον θερμαίνεσθαι ἡ λευκαίνεσθαι—ἔστι γὰρ τούτων γενομένων μήπω τὴν ἁπλῶς γένεσιν γεγενῆσθαι, ἀλλά τι γίνεσθαι, αὐτὸ τούτο τὸ ἡλλοιῶσθαι—ἀλλ’ ὅταν 40 <εἰδός τι λαμβάνῃ)1 ζῷον ἡ φυτὸν [ὅταν είδος τι λαμβάνῃ].* ειποι δ’ ἄν τις τὴν μεταβολήν μάλλον ἀρμόττειν ἐν εἱδει τίθεσθαι ἡ τὴν κίνησιν, ὅτι τὸ μὲν τῆς μεταβολῆς ἄλλο ἀνθ’ ἑτέρου ἐθέλει σημαίνειν, τὸ δὲ τῆς κινήσεως ἔχει καί τὴν οὐκ ἐκ τοῦ οἰκείου μετάστασιν, ὧσπερ ἡ τοπική κίνησις, εἰ δὲ μὴ τούτο βοὑλεταί τις, 45 ἀλλ’ ἡ μάθησις καὶ ἡ κιθάρισις, η ὅλως ἡ ἀφ’ ἕξεως κίνησις, ὥστε εἱδός τι ἂν ειη κινήσεως μάλλον ή ἀλλοίωσις ὲκστατική τις οὖσα κίνησις.
22.	Ἀλλ’ ἔστω ταὐτὸν νοοὑμενον τὸ τῆς άλλοιώσεως κατὰ τὸ παρακολουθεῖν τῇ κινήσει τὸ ἄλλο. τί οὖν δεῖ λέγειν τὴν κίνησιν; ἔστω δὴ ἡ κίνησις, ὡς τόπῳ ειπείν, ἡ ἐκ δυνάμεως ὁδὸς εις εκείνο, ο 5 λέγεται δύνασθαι. οντος γὰρ τοῦ <ῖμὲν> 1 2 3 δυνάμει [τοῦ μέν],2 ὅτι ἥκοι ἂν εἰς εἱδός τι, οἷον δυνάμει ἀνδριὰς, τοῦ δέ, ὅτι ἡκοι ἂν εἰς ἐνέργειαν, οἷον τὸ βαδιστικόν, όταν το μέν προιη 3 εἰς ανδριάντα, ή πρόοδος κίνησις, το δ’ ἐν τῷ βαδίζειν ἦ, τὸ βαδίζειν αὐτὸ κίνησις· καὶ ὄρχησις ἐπὶ τοῦ δυναμένου ὁρχεῖσθαι, ὅταν ορχήται. και επί μέν
1	Theiler.
2	H-S2.
3	Kirchhoff (procedit Ficinus): προσίἡ Enn.
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about what is prior to coming-to-be. But one must consider coming-to-be in these things here to be a different species. For having come to be and becoming do not consist in being passively changed, like being heated or whitened—for it is possible when these changes occur that coming-to-be in the absolute sense has not yet occurred, but only coming to be something, that is, this very change we are talking about—but when an animal or a plant acquires a specific form. But someone might say that it is more appropriate to make change a species than movement, because change intends to signify one thing instead of another, but the range of meaning of movement includes transition which does not take a thing out of its proper nature, such as local movement. But if this is not what one intends, it must be learning and playing the lyre, or in general movement which comes from a state. So change would be rather a species of movement, being a movement which takes a thing out of itself.
22.	But let us grant that the idea of change is the same [as that of movement] in that "different” is a consequence of movement. What, then, are we to say that movement is? Let us grant that movement, to describe it sketchily, is the passage from potentiality to that which it is said to be the potentiality of. For one thing is potential because it can arrive at a particular form, potentially a statue for instance, and another because it can arrive at an activity, the activity of walking for instance, and when one progresses to a statue, its progress is movement, and when the other is engaged in walking, the walking itself is movement; and, with someone who is a potential datrcer, his dancing whenever he dances is
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τινι κινήσει τῇ εἰς ανδριάντα εἶδος ἄλλο επιγιγνεται, ο εἰργάσατο ἡ κίνησις, το δὲ ως απλοῦν είδος ον τῆς δυνάμεως, ἡ ὄρχησις, οὐδὲν ἔχει μετ’ αυτήν παυσαμενης τῆς * κινήσεως. ὥστε, ει τις λέγοι τὴν κίνησιν είδος ἐγρηγορὸς ἀντίθετον τοῖς άλλοις εἵδεσι τοῖς εστηκοσιν, ἦ τὰ μὲν μένει, τὸ1 δὲ οὔ, καὶ αίτιον τοΐς αλλοις ειδεσιν, ὅταν μετ’ αυτήν τι γίνηται. ον κ αν άτοπος ειη. ει δε και ζωήν τις λέγοι σωμάτων ταὑτην, περὶ ἦς ο λόγος νῦν, τήν γε κίνησιν ταὑτην ομώνυμον δεῖ λέγειν ταῖς νοῦ και φυχής κινήσεσιν. ὅτι δὲ γένος ἐστίν, ουχ ἦττον αν τις καὶ ἐκ τοῦ μὴ ρόδιον εἶναι όρισμω η και αδύνατον είναι λαβεῖν πιστώσαιτο. άλλα πώς είδος τι, όταν προς το χείρον ἡ κίνησις η ὅλως παθητική η κίνησις; η ομοιον, ὧσπερ ἂν ἡ θέρμανσις τἀ μὲν αὔξη ἡ παρά του ήλιον, τα δ’ εἰς τουναντίον άγη, και ἦ κοινόν τι η κίνησις και η αυτή ἐπ’ ἀμφοῖν, τοῖς δὲ ὐποκειμένοις την διαφοράν την δοκονσαν ἔχῃ. ὑγίανσις οὖν καὶ νοσανσις ταυτον; η καθόσον μὲν κίνησις ταυτον* τινι δε διοισει; ποτ€ρα τοΐς ὐποκειμένοις ἡ καὶ άλλω; αλλά τούτο υστ€ρον, όταν περί ἀλλοιώσεως ἔπισκοπῶμεν. νῦν δὲ τι ταυτον εν πάσῃ κινήσει σκεπτέον οὕτω γὰρ ἂν καὶ γένος ειη. η πολλαχῶς ἂν λέγοιτο και ούτως εσται, ώσπερ αν ει το ον. προς δε την άπορίαν, ὅτι ίσως δει, οσαι μεν εις το κατά φύσιν άγονσιν η ένεργονσιν εν τοΐς κατα φνσιν, ταύτας μεν οἷον εἴδη εἶναι, ως ειρηται, τας δε εις τα παρά φύσιν άγωγάς άνάλογον τιθεσθαι τοΐς εφ α
1 Harder, Theiler: τἀ Enn.
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movement. And in one kind of movement, that to the statue, another form is acquired which the movement has made, but the other kind, dancing, as being a simple form of the potentiality, has nothing after it when the movement has stopped. So that it would not be inappropriate if one were to say that movement is a form awake, opposed to the other forms which are static, in that they abide but it does not, and is a cause to other forms, when something comes to be after it. But if someone were to say that this movement which we are now discussing is the life of bodies, one must give it the same name as the movements of Intellect and Soul. But one could be confident that movement is a genus no less because it is difficult, or even impossible, to comprehend it in a definition. But how can it be a form, in cases when the movement is to the worse, or in general passive? It is like when heating, the heating from the sun, makes some things grow and takes others the opposite way, and it is the same for both, but the apparent difference is in the subjects. Is it the same as becoming healthy or sick? Yes, in so far as they are movements it is the same; but in what will the difference lie? Will it be in the subjects, or in something else? But we will discuss this later, when we consider change. But now we must investigate what is the same in all movement: for in this way it could be a genus. Or perhaps it might be used in many senses, and be a genus in the way that being is. And [we must investigate] as well the difficulty that perhaps all the movements which lead to what is according to nature or are active in what is according to nature must be like species-forms, as has been said, but those which lead to what is against nature
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35 άγουσιν. ἀλλὰ τί τὸ κοινόν ἐπί τε ἀλλοιώσεως καί αάξήσεως και γενέσεω? καὶ τῶν ἐναντίων τούτοις ἐπί1 τε τῆς κατὰ τόπον μεταβολής, καθὸ κινήσεις αὖται πᾶ σαι; ἡ τὸ μὴ ἐν τῷ αὐτῷ έκαστον, ἐν ῴ πρότερον ἦν, εἶναι μηδ’ ἡρεμεῖν μηδ’ ἐν ησυχία παντελεῖ, αλλά, 40 καθόσον κίνησις πάρεστιν, ἀεὶ πρὸς ἄλλο τὴν αγωγήν ἔχειν, καὶ τὸ ἕτερον οὑκ ἐν τῷ αὐτῷ μένειν άπόλλυσθαι γὰρ τὴν κίνησιν, όταν μὴ ἄλλο* διὸ καὶ ἑτερότης οὐκ ἐν τῷ γεγονέναι καὶ μείναι ἐν τῷ ἐτέρῳ, ἀλλ’ ἀεὶ ἑτερότης. ὅθεν καὶ ὁ χρόνος £τ€ρον ἀεί, διότι κίνησις αὐτὸν ποιεῖ* 45 μεμετρημένη γὰρ κίνησις ον μένουσα* συνθει οὖν αυτῇ ὡς ἐπὶ φερομένης ὐχούμενος. κοινόν δὲ πᾶσι τὸ ἐκ δυνάμεως καὶ τοῦ δυνατού εἰς ἐνέργειαν πρόοδον και αγωγήν εἶναι· πᾶν γὰρ τὸ κινοὑμενον καθ’ ὸποιανοῦν κίνησιν, προνπάρχον δυνάμενον τούτο ποιεῖν ἡ πάσχειν, ἐν τῷ κιν€ΐσθαι γίγνεται.
23. Καὶ ἔστιν ἡ κίνησις ή περὶ τὰ αισθητά παρ* ἄλλου ἐνιεμένη σειούσα και ἐλαννουσα και ἐγείρουσα καὶ ωθούσα τα μεταλαβόντα αυτής, ὥστε μὴ εὕδειν μηδ* ἐν ταὐτότητι εἶναι, ἶνα δὴ τῇ μὴ ησυχία και οἷον 5 πολυπραγμονήσει ταύτῃ εἰδώλῳ συνἐχηται ζωής, δεῖ δὲ οὐ τἀ κινούμενα τὴν κίνησιν εἶναι νομίζειν οὐ γὰρ οἱ πόδες ἡ βάδισις, ἀλλ’ ἡ περὶ τοὺς πόδας ἐνέργεια ἐκ δυνάμεως. αοράτου δὲ τῆς δυνάμεως ύπαρχονσης τούς
1 Igal, Η-S2: ἐτι Enn.
1 In spite of the sharp contrast implied between the sense-world and the intelligible world, the function of κίνησις here below is described here in terms remarkably like those in which the functions of ετβρότης and κίνησις in the intelligible world are described in VI. 7. 13. 11-16. And for Plotinus the function of movement and time in this world here below is positive. Such substantial existence
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must be considered in the same way as what they lead to. But what is the common element in change of quality and quantity and coming-to-be and the opposites of these, and in change of place, in so far as these are all movements? It is that each thing is not in the same in which it formerly was, and is not at rest or in total quiet, but, in so far as movement is present, is always being led away to something else and its being other is not abiding in the same; for movement perishes when there is no other; for this reason otherness is not in the having come to be in and remaining in another [state], but perpetual otherness. So time is always another, because motion makes time; for it is measured movement which does not stay still; for it runs along with movement, as if riding on it as it goes. But common to all is being a progress and a leading from potentiality and the possible to active actuality; for everything that is moved according to any kind of movement has the pre-existing potentiality to do this when it comes into motion.
23.	And the movement which is in sense-objects comes in from another and shakes and drives and wakes and pushes the things which have a share in it, so that they do not sleep and are not in sameness, in order that they may be held together by this inquietude and this sort of fussiness which is an image of life.1 But one must not think that the things which are being moved are movement: for walking is not the feet but the activity in the feet which comes from their potentiality. But since the potentiality is
and coherence as the things here below have depend here on their being in motion and in III. 7.4.10-29 on their being in time.
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ἐνεργοὐντας πόδας ὁρᾶν μόνον ἀνάγκη, οὐ πόδας ἁπλῶς, ώσπερ ἂν εἰ ἡσὐχαζον, ἀλλ’ ἡδη μετ’ άλλον, αοράτου μὲν τούτου, ὅτι δὲ μετ’ άλλου, κατά συμβεβηκὸς ὁρωμένου τῷ τοὺς πόδας όράν άλλον τόπον έχοντας καί άλλον καί μὴ ἡρεμεῖν τὸ δ’ ἀλλοιοῦσθαι1 παρά τον άλλοιουμένου, ὅτι μὴ ἡ αὐτὴ ποιότης, ἐν τινι οὖν ἡ κίνησις, ὅταν ἄλλο κινή, και όταν δὲ ἐκ τῆς ἐνούσης δυνάμεως εἰς ἐνέργειαν ἴη; ἆρα ἐν τῷ κινονντι; και πώς το κ ιν ου μεν ον και πάσχον μεταλήψε ται; ἀλλ’ ἐν τῷ κινονμένω; διὰ τί οὖν έλθονσα ον μένει; ἥ δεῖ μήτε τού ποιοΰντος άπηλλάχθαι μήτε εν αὐτῷ εἶναι, ἀλλ’ ἐξ αυτού μεν και εις εκείνο, οὐκ ἐν ἐκείνῳ δὲ ἀπο-τετμημένην εἶναι, ἀλλ’ ἀπ’ εκείνου εις εκείνο, οἷον πνοήν εις άλλο, όταν μεν οὖν ἡ δὑναμις τοῦ κινεῖν βαδιστική ή, οἷον ὦσε καὶ πεποίηκεν άλλον άλλάττειν αει τόπον, όταν δε θερμαντική, ἐθέρμανε* καί ὅταν ἡ δὑναμις ὕλην λαβούσα εις φύσιν οικοδομή, αὔξησις, ὅταν δ’ άλλη δνναμις άφαιρή, μείωσις τοῦ δυναμένου άφαίρεσιν παθεΐν μειουμένου* και όταν ή γεννώσα φύσις ενεργή, γένεσις, ὅταν δὲ αὕτη αδύνατή, ή δε φθείρειν δυναμένη επικρατή, φθορά, οὐχ ἡ ἐν τῷ ἡδη γεγονότι, ἀλλ’ ἡ ἐν τῷ πορευομένω■ καὶ ὑγίανσις δὲ κατὰ τὰ αυτά, τής ποιεΐν δυναμένης ύγίειαν ένεργούσης και κρατούσης [ὑγίανσις],1 2 τῆς δ’ εναντίας δυνάμεως
1	Theiler: άλλοιοόμενον Enn.
2	del. H-S1./
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invisible, it is necessary to look only at the active feet, not simply the feet, as if they were at rest, but the feet already with something else; this is invisible, but because it is with something else, it is seen incidentally by looking at the feet occupying one place and then another and not staying still; but one sees the alteration from that which is altered, because its quality is not the same. In what, then, is the movement, when it moves something else, and indeed when it passes to actuality from an immanent potentiality? Is it in the mover? Then how will that which is moved and affected participate in it? But is it in that which is moved? Why then does it not stay when it has come? Now, it must not be separated from its producer nor in*it, but from it and to that which is moved, and not be in that as cut off, but it comes from that and goes to that other, as a breath of wind goes to another. When, therefore, the potentiality of moving is a walking potentiality, it pushes, so to speak, and produces a continual change of place, but when it is a heating potentiality, it heats; and when the potentiality takes matter and builds it into a nature, it is growth, but when another potentiality takes away, it is diminution when that which has the potentiality of experiencing taking away is diminished; and when the generative nature is active, there is coming-to-be, but when this is impotent and that which has the potentiality of making things pass away is dominant, there is passing-away, not that which occurs in what has already come to be, but in that which is on the way; and becoming healthy works the same way, when that which has the potentiality of producing health is active (but the opposite, potentiality produces the opposite re-
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τἀναντία ποιούσης. ὥστε συμβαίνειν μὴ παρά τὰ ἐν οἶς μόνον, ἀλλὰ καί παρά τὰ ἐξ ὧν καὶ δι* ὧν [καὶ τὴν τῆς κινήσεως ιδιότητα]1 ποιὸν τὴν κίνησιν καὶ {τὴν τῆς κινήσεως ιδιότητα)1 τοιάνδε εἷναι ἐν τοῖς τοιούτοις.
24.	Περί δὲ τῆς κατὰ τόπον κινήσεως, εἰ τὸ ἄνω φέρεσθαι τῷ κάτω ἐναντίον, καὶ τὸ κύκλω τον ἐπ’ εὐθείας διοίσει, πώς ἡ διαφορά, οἷον τὸ ὑπὲρ κεφαλῆς καί ὑπὸ πόδας ρίπτβιν; καὶ γὰρ ἡ δύναμις ἡ ωστική μία*
5 εἰ μή τις άλλην την άνω ωθούσαν, και άλλην λόγοι και άλλως την κάτω προς την άνω φοράν, και μάλιστα ει φυσικῶς κινοΐτο, εἰ ἡ μὲν κουφότης εἴη, ἡ δὲ βαρύτης. ἀλλὰ κοινόν και το αυτό το εἰς τὸν οἰκεῖον τόπον φέρεσθαι, ὥστε ἐνταῦθα κινδυνεὑειν παρὰ τἀ ἔξω την 10 διαφοράν γίνεσθαι, ἐπὶ δὲ τῆς κύκλω και ἐπ’ εὐθείας, ει οἷόν περ ἐπ’ ευθείας και κύκλω περιθρέξαιεν, πώς άλλη; η παρά τὸ τῆς πορβίας σχήμα, εἰ μη τις μικτήν λόγοι την κύκλω, ως ου παντελώς ονσαν κίνησιν ουδό πάντη όζισταμόνην. ἀλλ* ἔοικεν ὅλως μία τις εἶναι ἡ τοπική τοΐς ἔξωθεν τὰς διαφοράς λαμβάνουσα.
25.	Έύγκρισις δὲ καὶ διάκρισις έπισκβπτόα πώς. ἆρ’ ἕτεραι κινήσεις τῶν βίρημόνων, γενέσεως καὶ φθοράς, ανζης και φθίσβως, τοπικής μεταβολής, άλλοιώσβως, ή εἰς ταύτας αὐτὸς ἀνακτέον, ἡ τούτων τινας συγκρἴσεις
1 Igal, H-S2,
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